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Abstract
This study examined compliance seeking from the
perspective of recipients of direct requests with
respect to types of responses, goals, liking, and locus
of control.

A total of 211 employed adults completed a

survey that included responses to hypothetical request
scenarios involving liked and disliked co-workers,
measures of goals factors, and a measure of locus of
control.

Six types of responses were identified:

simple agreement, elaborated agreement, simple refusal,
refusal with reasons, request more information, and
postpone decision.

Participants reported a tendency to

agree with requests, regardless of liking.

Factor

analyses revealed three-factor models for the liked and
disliked conditions.

Resource goals included items

concerning personal resources, such as time, effort, and
stress.

Identity goals were associated with personal

standards and values.

Interaction or politeness goals

dealt with social appropriateness.

Goals did not

predict agreement or refusal responses.

Internal locus

of control was related to resource, identity, and
politeness goals.

Implications concerning goals,

agreement and refusal responses, liking, and locus of
control are discussed.

v
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Chapter 1
Compliance Seeking and Communicator Goals:
An Introduction
Compliance seeking and interpersonal influence have
emerged as central topics of research by communication
scholars, especially over the past 20 years.

One count

reported by Boster (1990) indicates that over 100
articles on these topics have appeared in journals, and
that the majority of them have been written since 1980.
Researchers have focused primarily on three aspects of
the compliance seeking process.

Kellerman and Cole

(1994) presented a review of two: (a) strategies
available to actors, and (b) strategy use by situation.
A third focus of research deals with individual
differences and strategy choice (e. g . , Boster & Stiff,
1984) .

McLaughlin, Cody, and Robey (1980) stated that

early research in the topic was "one-sided, focusing
only on the potential persuader (the agent) as an active
element in the interpersonal influence attempt" (p. 14).
More recent studies (e. g., Garko, 1990; Burroughs,
Kearney & Plax, 1989; deTurck, 1984) indicate that the
research focus on the agent remains of primary
importance.

Furthermore, with a few notable exceptions

(e. g., Burroughs, Kearney & Plax, 1988; McLaughlin,
Cody, & Robey, 1980), most of the research that
addresses compliance resistance, which might reasonably
be expected to focus on the recipient, has dealt with
1 .
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overcoming or anticipating and avoiding resistance, and
thus retains the focus on the agent of the request.
The act of seeking compliance is assumed to be a
strategic act that comprises both the explicit, or
observable, message and the implicit, or covert, goal
that will be achieved by compliance.

Message sources

attempt to gain compliance to accomplish both the
primary goal of influence and secondary goals, which may
include identity, appropriateness, relational and
personal resources, and involvement (Dillard, 1990) .
Dillard (1990) stated that "the primary difference
between the source and target is the deletion of the
influence goal and its replacement with a resistance
goal" (p. 53).

The goals of the requester and their

impact on decisions to refuse or agree to requests have
not been examined thoroughly, however.

Related to the

concept of goals is the notion of politeness or social
appropriateness.

Baxter (1984) has expanded the early

work of Brown and Levinson (1978) and has suggested that
actors are concerned with politeness, in terms of both
autonomy and desire for liking, during interactions.
Berger (1995) argued that the meta-goals of
efficiency and social appropriateness guide lower level
goals such as compliance or resistance.

He stated,

further, that the most efficient way to induce
compliance, for example, may not be high in social
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appropriateness, thus forcing the goals of efficiency
and appropriateness into conflict.

Actors have to

choose, then, between goals and to construct messages
accordingly.
Compliance gaining has long been a concern of
members of organizations, primarily with regard to
strategies used by managers to gain compliance from
subordinates (e. g . , Sullivan, Albrecht & Taylor, 1990).
According to Izraeli and Jick (1986), the art of saying
no is considered to be both a reinforcement of the power
and authority structure of the organization and an
important form of socialization.

The study of

compliance relative to task accomplishment and
adaptation to the social norms of the organization is of
primary interest to researchers who wish to examine
human behavior as it relates to the survival of the
organization.

The organization is a particularly

interesting environment of study for interpersonal
communication researchers also, but for somewhat
different reasons. Interpersonal relationships in
organizations offer different qualities for study than
do relationships such as family relationships,
friendships, or roommate relationships.

The

organization provides an interesting environment to
study interpersonal relationships that exist at varying
types (superior-subordinate, peer/colleague, work
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friend, or a combination), levels of intimacy or liking,
and degree of obligation or cooperation (indebtedness,
cooperation, competition).

Furthermore, changes in the

ways in which workers structure their lives have led to
an increasing overlap between work and socializing.
American workers form friendships largely among
co-worker relationships and tend to rely less upon
relationships at church, in social organizations, and in
neighborhoods.
Research into interpersonal influence has most
frequently referred to compliance gaining, which
demonstrates linguistically the research bias in favor
of the requester.

The person of whom the request is

made is typically referred to as the target who is
assumed to respond based almost solely on the competence
of the requester to construct appropriate messages that
will successfully achieve agreement, or compliance with
a request.

The agent, or requester, is assumed to

behave strategically, while the target, or recipient, is
assumed to react to the stimulus messages of the
requester.
The purpose of this study is to investigate
interpersonal influence from the point of view of the
recipient of requests, who is assumed to be an active
participant in this interpersonal interaction.

The act

of making requests in an interpersonal context does not
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necessarily result in agreement or compliance.

The

party who makes a request may encounter outright
compliance, direct refusal, or a negotiated resolution.
In order to proceed on this assumption, it is necessary
to use terms that reinforce the view that the process
involves attempts to gain compliance and that both
participants have the potential to behave
strategically.

For the purposes of this study, the

process will be referred to as compliance seeking, the
actor or agent will be referred to as the requester and
the target will be referred to as the recipient.
Information will be collected from members of
organizations and will focus on responses to requests
concerning non-obligatory requests, e. g . , requests that
are not considered to be directly connected with one's
position or role in the organization.

While obligatory

requests, or legitimate requests, are concerned with
aspects of the person's work responsibilities,
non-obligatory requests are defined as those requests
that a person is not assumed to agree to as a function
of position, job description, or work responsibilities.
Examples of obligatory requests include work assignments
or requests to improve performance.

Non-obligatory

requests may include requests to change work schedules
or perform a personal service.
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This study will examine responses by recipients to
requests in terms of qualitative aspects of the
relationship that exists between the participants, the
goals of the recipient, and the effect of the individual
difference variable of locus of control.

Qualitative

aspects of relationship include type of relationship
(e. g . , co-worker, work friend) and degree of liking.
Recipient goals include instrumental goals, relational
goals, and identity goals. The role of politeness or
social appropriateness in the construction of responses,
either agreement to or refusal of requests, will be
examined.

Locus of control taps the predisposition of

recipients to agree to or to refuse requests based on
their perception of reward source— from others or from
self.
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature
concerning the two primary topics of compliance-seeking
research:

compliance gaining and compliance resisting.

Chapter 3 will present a review of the literature in the
areas of goals and politeness in social interaction and
interpersonal influence in the organization.

Chapter 3

concludes with the rationales and research question and
hypotheses posed in the study. Chapter 4 describes the
methodology used to investigate the goals of recipients
of requests.

It includes a discussion of the pilot

study conducted prior to the conduct of the current
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research project, a discussion of the method of data
collection, a description of the instrument used, a
detailed description of the sample, and a discussion of
the statistical tests that were employed in the analysis
of data.
analysis.

Chapter 5 presents the results of data
Chapter 6 presents a discussion of the

findings, limitations of the study, and implications for
further research.
The next chapter presents the review of literature
relative to the compliance-seeking process in terms of
the two main dimensions— compliance gaining and
compliance resisting.
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Chapter 2
Compliance-Gaining and Compliance-Resisting Activity:
A Review of the Literature
The compliance-seeking process comprises two
principal components that represent the major research
focuses of previous research.

Compliance gaining is the

act of the requester, or message source, and has been of
primary concern.

The role and communicative function of

the recipient of requests has been studied almost
exclusively in terms of the requester and has been
limited to obstacles to the requester.

This role has

been referred to as compliance resisting.

The following

sections present a review of the literature in the areas
of compliance gaining and compliance resisting.
Compliance-Gaining Behaviors
Research on compliance-gaining activity has focused
primarily on three lines of study:

(a) strategies

available to actors; (b) situational dimensions that
affect choice of strategies (Kellerman & Cole, 1994);
and (c) individual differences and strategy selection.
Over the past 20 years, a number of studies have been
conducted with the goal of developing taxonomies of
strategies, which could be used for classifying
compliance-gaining behavior.

As a result of these

efforts, many taxonomies are available (see, for
reviews, Kellerman 6 Cole, 1994; Seibold, Cantrill &
Meyers, 1985; Wheeless, Barraclough, & Stewart, 1983) .
8
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Strategies available to actors.

Researchers have

shown considerable interest in the communication
strategies that people use to achieve the social goal of
compliance gaining.

Early work by Marwell and Schmitt

(1967a, 1967b) examined social behavior in terms of
variations in attempts at social control and presented a
model of compliance-gaining behavior:

(a) background,

which includes personal resources, previous experience
in similar situations, social location variables (e. g . ,
race, class) , and previous interaction with the specific
target person;

(b) the actor, including his or her

behavioral repertoire, behavioral preferences within the
repertoire, and situational sensitivity; (c) the
interaction, which is defined as the effectiveness of
the chosen behavior or goodness of outcome; and (d) the
situation, comprised of restrictions on behavioral
possibilities, cognitions of the target person regarding
actor, and response characteristics of target
(compliance or noncompliance).
Further investigation by Marwell and Schmitt
(1967b) explored the likelihood of use of 16 possible
behaviors for gaining compliance:

promise, threat,

positive expertise, negative expertise, liking,
pre-giving, aversive stimulation, debt, moral appeal,
positive self-feeling, negative self-feeling, positive
altercasting, negative altercasting, altruism, positive
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esteem, and negative esteem.

Marwell and Schmitt

derived this typology deductively through a combination
of their own notions of compliance gaining behaviors,
findings reported in the literature, and French and
Raven's (1959) work on the bases of power.

Later,

Marwell and Schmitt (1990) acknowledged that although
their early work brought insights into the field of
behavioral repertoires for compliance seeking, they had
given no thought to communication relative to their
research.

Although Marwell and Schmitt may not have

anticipated the application of their taxonomy to
communication, the scheme has been used widely by
communication scholars (e. g . , Burgoon, Pfau, Parrott,
Birk, Coker, & Burgoon, 1987; Jackson & Backus, 1982;
Lustig & King, 1980; Miller, Boster, Roloff & Seibold,
1977, 1987; Sillars, 1980).
A second well-known taxonomy is that proposed by
Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin (1981; Schenk-Hamlin,
Wiseman, & Georgacarakos, 1982) in response to perceived
deficiencies in the Marwell and Schmitt classification
scheme.

This system, in contrast to Marwell and

Schmitt's, was created inductively and is considered
by many researchers to be more representative of
behaviors than other systems (Neuliep & Mattson, 1990).
Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin's taxonomy also has been used
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widely by communication researchers (e. g . , Neuliep &
Mattson, 1990; Tracy, Craig, Smith, & Spisak, 1984).
A third taxonomy proposed by Clark (1979)
classifies compliance gaining messages in terms of
objectives:

instrumental, interpersonal, or identity.

This classification is based in work on rhetorical
competence by Clark and Delia (1979).

Clark (1979)

stated that "any communicative situation may be viewed
as involving goals along three dimensions: instrumental
or task-oriented (a specific situation-bound objective
to be accomplished), interpersonal (a specifiable
relationship between interactants desired at the end of
the interchange) , and management of identity (a desired
self-image of the interactants which must be sustained
through the exchange regardless of the task or the
relationship among the participants" (p. 258).
Kellerman and Cole (1994) point out that although Clark
is widely cited, thus demonstrating the heuristic value
of her work, the taxonomy is rarely used because of its
"uniquely different approach to classifying compliance
gaining messages" (p. 4).

One assumes that Kellerman

and Cole refer to Clark's focus on the objectives, or
goals, of social interaction, rather than on the types
of messages typically used to achieve the goal of social
influence.
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Schank and Abelson (1977) proposed the
"persuade-package" explanation of the ways in which
individuals can apply knowledge of persuasion to
interpret or understand events or narratives.

Schank

and Abelson suggested that people can apply knowledge in
two inodes:

script-based understanding and plan-based

understanding.

Script-based understanding is a theory

of how people interpret routine events, while plan-based
understanding is a theory of how people interpret novel
situations.

This typology has been refined by Rule and

Bisanz (1987; Bisanz & Rule, 1990) to examine how
individuals understand social interaction events,
including compliance-seeking situations.

Falbo (1977a;

Falbo & Peplau, 1980) developed a classification system
that has been used to examine power strategies in
interpersonal relationships.

Specifically, this system

has been used to study the effects of sex on strategy
selection in both interpersonal and organizational
contexts (e. g., Cowan, Drinkard, & McGavin, 1984;
Offermann & Kearney, 1988; Offermann & Schrier, 1985).
A second major area of compliance research has
examined the influence of situational factors on
strategy selection.
situational influences on strategy selection.
Following Marwell and Schmitt's early investigations, a
number of communication researchers explored the
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importance of persuasive communication to interpersonal
relationships.

Miller, Boster, Roloff, and Seibold

(1977) conducted pioneering research on communication
and compliance gaining.

This early research found that

the compliance-gaining strategies reported by Marwell
and Schmitt (1967a; 1967b) were situationally bound.
Miller and his colleagues found distinctions between
strategy use in type of relationship (interpersonal and
noninterpersonal) and length of relationship (long-term
and short-term).

Subjects reported greater likelihood

of use of reward and positive commitment strategies in
interpersonal situations.

Subjects in interpersonal,

long-term relationships reported a high likelihood of
use of threat strategies, the only exception to the
tendency in such relationships to select positive,
friendly strategies.

Strategies frequently reported in

the noninterpersonal situation included expertise,
reward, and positive commitment.

Subjects in

noninterpersonal situations placed greater emphasis,
however, on the likely use of logical argument.
Noninterpersonal situations were also characterized by a
larger number of strategies with high likelihood of use.
This is particularly true in the noninterpersonal,
short-term situation.

Liking was the only factor found

to influence strategy use across situations.
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Other research, conducted by Cody and McLaughlin
(1980), examined the role of several situational
dimensions, referred to as environmental factors, as
determinants of message strategy selection.

Factor

analysis and multidimensional scaling revealed that
several dimensions were identified by a sample of
college students as representing typical compliance
seeking situations:

(a) intimacy,

(b) resistance (on the

part of the receiver), (c) rights of the requester,
(d) personal benefit,

(e) dominance, and

(f) consequences to the relationship.
Cody, McLaughlin, and Jordan (1980) developed a
typology of relevant compliance-seeking strategies from
the perspective of the agent, or requester.

Situational

factors included level of intimacy, rights, resistance,
and consequences.

In this research, Cody and his

colleagues (1980) introduced the concept of situation
apprehension, the degree to which persons perceive
potential negative effects on the relationship stemming
from the use of particular compliance-seeking
strategies.

Further research by Cody, McLaughlin, and

Schneider (1981) found that variations in the
situational factors of intimacy and relational
consequences affected reports of likelihood of use of
four compliance-seeking strategies:

justification,

exchange, manipulation, and personal rejection.

Message
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strategy selection depended on "an assessment of the
relative risk associated with the implementation of a
given strategy and on the basis of the relative
importance of three communicative goals:

(a) whether

strategy implementation would lead to successful
compliance;

(b) whether strategy implementation would

result in relational harm; and (c) whether strategy
implementation would result in poor management of the
agent's image" (p. 91).

Clearly, this study employed

Clark's (1979) typology of instrumental, interpersonal
or relational, and identity goals.
Other studies have explored the effects of
situational factors such as intimacy, power, and
benefits.

An examination of the situational factors of

degree of friendship between actor and receiver, power
of receiver, and identity of primary beneficiary
revealed that friendship and power interacted to
influence strategy selection, but no effects were found
for identity of beneficiary (Miller, 1982).

Boster and

Stiff (1984), however, examined benefit (to other or to
self) and found this variable to be a strong predictor
of message selection.

An examination of level of

intimacy revealed that intimates were perceived by
requesters as being under greater obligation to provide
assistance than were nonintimates (Roloff, Janiszewski,
McGrath, Burns & Manrai, 1988).
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The effects of level of intimacy and direct and
indirect requests were examined by Jordan and Roloff
(1990).

This research revealed that directness was more

effective at gaining verbal compliance at higher levels
of intimacy, although speakers may use sequential,
indirect forms successfully in gaining assistance.

For

example, Jordan and Roloff found that increased
directness of a request to borrow class notes or to
acquire assistance on projects increased request force
and that directness interacted with relational intimacy
(operationalized through the use of an index of personal
obligation to comply) resulting in greater verbal
compliance.

While more direct request forms appear to

be preferred by recipients of requests, Jordan and
Roloff suggested that repeated indirect forms of
requests may have cumulative request force or may
include less indirect forms, thus enhancing the
likelihood of compliance.
Noncompliance, or resistance, which was also
identified by Cody and McLaughlin (1980) as central to
compliance-seeking situations, has been the focus of
further research on message selection by requesters.
Early work by Dillard, Hunter, and Burgoon (1984)
investigated sequential requests by studying the effects
of the use of the foot-in-the-door strategy of
incremental requests and of the use of the
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door-in-the-face strategy, which assumes refusal of an
initial, large request and acceptance of a subsequent,
smaller request and found that both techniques require
prosocial topics in order to be successful.

This

research, although focusing on the requester and
compliance-gaining behaviors, recognized that not all
initial requests, indeed any requests, will be complied
with and acknowledged the possibility of refusal.
DeTurck (1985) examined how agents modify
compliance-seeking message strategies in the face of
noncompliance and in later studies (1987; 1988)
incorporated other situational factors.

DeTurck (1987)

found that agents who are unable to gain compliance
using prosocial strategies may resort to coercion and
physical aggression to achieve their goals.
Specifically, these findings indicated that males were
more likely to use direct coercion against persistently
noncompliance and noninterpersonal targets of persuasion
in relational contexts with both short-term and
long-term consequences (DeTurck, 1987, 1988).
More recent research (Grant, King & Behnke, 1994)
has investigated level of intimacy in terms of
strategies, communication satisfaction, and willingness
to comply, from the perspective of the target, or
recipient.

Grant and his colleagues (1994) found that

strategy selection was related to willingness to comply
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and to communication satisfaction.

Negative sanction

strategies were least likely to result in willingness to
comply and were the least preferred by recipients.

No

interaction between intimacy and message strategy and
compliance was found, although the authors suggested
that intimacy was not salient to the participants
because the request presented in the study was not of
great importance.
Chmielewski (1982) investigated message strategy
selection in terms of information processing,
specifically beliefs about outcomes and social norms,
and found that if actors intended to use a particular
strategy they in fact used that strategy in actual
compliance interactions.

Furthermore, decisions

regarding the favorableness of strategies included
consideration of both beliefs about outcomes and social
norms.

Baglan, Lalumina, and Bayless (1986)

investigated the likelihood of use of strategies among a
group of environmentalists.

Results indicated that

subjects used more prosocial strategies across
situations:

(a) listener predisposition toward, or

endorsement of, persuader's goal;

(b) audience size

(dyadic, small group of five, and audience of 50
people); and (c) level of moral development.

The

persuasive role of deception was studied by Neuliep and
Mattson (1990), who conceptualized it as a "general
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technique, or strategy, that may be implemented by using
various specific compliance-gaining message strategies"
(p. 410).

Results of this study indicated differences

in the message strategies of truthful and deceptive
persuaders.

Specifically, truthful persuaders generated

more promise, debt, threat, and guilt types of messages
than their deceptive counterparts.

Deceivers were found

to generate messages based on logic or rationale and to
rely on strategies based in sanctions, or punishments.
Wilson, Cruz, Marshall, and Rao's (1993) work
investigated attribution theory and compliance-gaining
interactions.

Strategy use and persistence were related

to locus, stability, and controllability of excuses for
not complying.

Locus and controllability affected

compliance-gaining strategies when the causes for
noncompliance were unstable but not when causes remained
stable.

When causes were unstable, requesters persisted

longer, denied the validity of obstacles, used guilt
more frequently, and perceived the recipient as more
sincere as the recipient presented reasons that were
increasingly internal and within the control of the
recipient.

On the other hand, when targets disclosed

reasons that were likely to remain stable, locus and
controllability exerted no effects on persistence,
guilt, or perceived sincerity.

Segrin (1993)

investigated the effects of nonverbal behaviors.
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specifically eye gaze, touch, proxemics, and dress, on
compliance and demonstrated that the effects of
nonverbal behaviors were as strong, or perhaps stronger,
than those associated with various verbal strategies.
Segrin's meta-analysis revealed, for instance, that gaze
and touch by the agent during a compliance attempt was
as influential in determining the outcome as were the
use of supporting information, foot-in-the-door tactics,
or a one- versus two-sided message.

Segrin reported

that results reported in research studies suggested
small effects for both verbal and nonverbal behaviors.
An ethnographic study of directive sequences
(compliance attempts) conducted in the United States and
Colombia revealed cultural differences in strategy
selection as well as in expectations of effectiveness
and perceptions of appropriateness of strategies (Fitch,
1994).

Fitch (1994) argued that culture should not be

considered merely as a setting for the study of
compliance attempts, but as a reflection of the
underlying values and beliefs of the members of the
culture as manifested in the communicative behaviors and
interpretation of those behaviors of the members.
Situations specific to relationship types have been
the focus of a number of studies.

Dillard and

Fitzpatrick (1985) investigated communication behaviors
of married couples to determine the correspondence of
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compliance-seeking behaviors and each individual's
likelihood of gaining compliance as well as his or her
contentment with the relationship.

Their research

indicated that spouses were not particularly adept at
gaining compliance from spouses and that husbands gained
compliance more through message use, while wives gained
compliance more overall and appeared to use tactics not
limited to verbal messages.
Dillard and Fitzpatrick (1985) also found that
spouses tended to use a variety of compliance-gaining
tactics and that reference to different bases of power
had different effects on husbands and wives.

For

instance, husbands viewed external justifications (where
the force originates outside the relationship: "My boss
wants me to do this”) as nonlegitimate, while wives
viewed these appeals as legitimate.

Furthermore,

compliance-gaining attempts by either party were related
to low relational satisfaction for both parties.
Husbands' compliance-seeking behaviors were associated
with negative evaluations for both partners, but wives'
communicative behaviors in influence situations bore
little relationship to neither the wives' nor the
husbands' relational happiness.
Other research by Witteman and Fitzpatrick (1986)
identified marital types (traditional, independent, and
separate), according to the Relational Dimensions
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Instrument, and found that couple types relied on
different power bases to attempt to gain compliance.
Message types were classified according to three broad
categories of influence based on the different bases of
power available to the parties: (a) expectancies, or
consequences associated with behaviors; (b) relationship
and requirements entailed by belonging; and (c) values
or obligations held by the actors.

Traditionals

reported referring to expectancies in attempts to gain
compliance.

Although they were able to discuss outcomes

in terms of shared values, traditionals did not report
the use of messages in the values or obligations
category.

Rather, traditionals tended to use the

relationship as a basis of power.

Separates tended to

focus on the negative consequences of noncompliance.
Independents were the only couple type to use all three
bases of power in attempting to seek compliance, and
thus employed a wider variety of power bases than the
other couple types.
Other research that investigated interpersonal
influence in marital relationships includes Shimanoff's
(1987) study of types of emotional disclosure and
request compliance between spouses.

Findings of this

study indicated that messages disclosing vulnerabilities
and hostilities toward persons other them the recipient
often prompted hearers to respond with more positive
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messages and 'to report a more positive attitude toward
request compliance, the relationship, and the self.
Shimanoff's (1987) research did not find any
relationship between emotional disclosure and likelihood
of actual compliance with requests.

Newton and Burgoon

(1990) focused on the consequences of strategy use among
married and cohabiting partners and found that couples
attempted to address instrumental, relational, and
identity goals as they attempt to gain compliance.
More recent studies of compliance and marital
relationships has focused on the special case of violent
or physically abusive relationships.

Rudd, Burant, and

Beatty (1994) examined reports of compliance-seeking
strategies employed by battered women and found that
subjects reported using specific types of indirect
power-based compliance strategies such as ingratiation,
aversive stimulation (e. g . , threats and warnings),
explanation, and promise when in disputes with their
spouses.

Later research by Rudd and Burant (1995)

compared compliance-seeking behaviors in violent and
nonviolent relationships.

This study found a

significant difference in strategy use among battered
and nonbattered women.

Battered women reported more use

of submissive or indirect power strategies, while
nonbattered women reported using more empathic or shared
power-orientation based strategies.
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A second type of relationship that has proved of
interest to researchers is the physician-patient
relationship.

Early work that examined physicians'

relational communication, strategies, and frequency of
contact to predict patients' satisfaction and compliance
found that relational communication was strongly related
to affective, cognitive, and behavioral satisfaction
(Burgoon, Pfau, Parrott, Birk, Coker & Burgoon, 1987) .
More expressions of receptivity, immediacy, composure,
similarity, and formality, and less dominance by the
physician were associated with greater patient
satisfaction.

Buller and Street (1991) examined the

role of message type (communicator style and perceptions
of expected effectiveness of recommendation) in
compliance with doctors' recommendations for behavior.
They found that perceived communicator style (Norton,
1978) played a more important role in patient
satisfaction while messages that provided information on
the expected effectiveness of treatments were
influential on compliance.
A third major area of research into compliance
gaining deals with personality traits, or individual
differences, relative to strategy choice.
Individual differences and compliance attempts.

A

sizable body of research has centered on personality, or
individual difference, dimensions, as well as two
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demographic variables (age and sex), assumed to have
some impact on compliance.

Predominant among the

individual difference variables are cognitive complexity
and perspective taking, self-interest, desire for
liking, argumentativeness, verbal aggressiveness,
Machiavellianism, dogmatism, negativism, communication
apprehension, and locus of control.
The demographics of age and sex have been studied
extensively as they relate to compliance seeking.
Interestingly, all three of the studies offered as
examples of investigations of age and compliance also
uncover aspects of perspective taking, or consideration
of the point of view of the recipient.

Early research

by Clark and Delia (1976) that examined the number and
variety of strategies used by children in grades two
through nine revealed that older children used both more
and greater variety of compliance-seeking strategies.
Older children also used strategies that reflected
progressively more advanced perspective taking.
Subsequent research by Delia and colleagues (Delia,
Kline & Burleson, 1979) demonstrated age-related
developments in person perception and the quality of
persuasive strategies.

Again, this study found that the

ability to think more abstractly about compliance
situations develops in later childhood and adolescence.
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A more recent study (Dillard, Henwood, Giles,
Coupland & Coupland, 1990) investigated beliefs about
age and compliance attempts.

Subjects who role played

either young (21) or old (70) persuaders reported
perceptions of directness, forcefulness, and
aggressiveness.

Elderly actors were perceived as being

more direct, forceful, and aggressive in compliance
attempts.

The Dillard et al.

(1990) study did not

examine perspective taking as a function of age, but
rather incorporated the notion of perspective taking,
through role-playing, into the research methodology.
Addressing the issue of cognitive complexity, O'Keefe
and Delia (1982) proposed that construct differentiation
and abstractness influence compliance message production
in terms of the kind and number of goals a person
perceives as relevant in a given situation.
DeTurck (1985; 1987) investigated gender and
compliance attempts and focused specifically on gender
relative to noncompliance and violent behavior.

Females

were more likely to respond to noncompliant recipients
with punishment and reward strategies than were males
(deTurck, 1985).

Further research by deTurck (1987)

showed that males were more likely than females to use
violence toward persistently noncompliant relational
partners, especially in relationships with short-term
consequences.

Dallinger and Hample (1994) found that
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gender had modest direct effects on the tendency to
endorse or suppress various compliance tactics.

Males

reported a tendency to endorse threat, negative
expertise, negative altercasting, negative esteem,
aversive stimulation, debt, liking, and pregiving, while
females reported more tendency to endorse altruism as a
tactic.
Self-interest and desire for liking influence
strategy selection and the degree of pressure exerted on
the message recipient (Clark, 1979).

Persons who

demonstrated high self-interest exerted considerably
more pressure to comply with requests.

The desire for

liking also had an effect on strategy selection.

A high

desire for liking was associated with increased use of
strategies designed to enhance the image of the
recipient, while low desire for liking was associated
with the increased use of strategies that challenged the
image of the recipient.

Contrary to expectations,

desire for liking was not associated with the use of
strategies directed primarily at managing the identity
of the requester.
Machiavellianism, the predisposition to manipulate
others to achieve one's goals by means of duplicity or
flattery, has shown some effects on compliance.
Machiavellians can be characterized further by: (a) a
lack of affect in interpersonal situations;

(b) a lack
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of concern for conventional morality; and (c) an
external locus of control (Roloff & Barnicott, 1978;
Solar & Bruehl, 1971).

Persons who scored high in

Machiavellianism showed more preference for tactics
involving praise and agreement with the recipient (Pandy
& Rastogi, 1979; Roloff & Barnicott; 1978).

Roloff and

Barnicott (1978) also found that Machiavellianism was
correlated with the use of prosocial techniques and
psychological force (the implication that some negative
consequence will affect the recipient's self-concept if
she or he does not comply) and with more activity in
compliance-seeking situations.
Boster and his colleagues (Boster & Smith, 1984;
Boster & Levine, 1988) studied the effects of verbal
aggressiveness, argumentativeness, dogmatism, and
negativism on compliance behaviors.

Dogmatism, per se,

had no effect on compliance-gaining message selection,
but as dogmatism increased, persons tended to identify
more tactics as being acceptable for use (Boster &
Stiff, 1984).

Negativism, a dimension of

Machiavellianism, was found to be a strong predictor of
message selection.
Dillard and Burgoon (1985) suggested that verbal
aggressiveness and argumentativeness may be useful
predictors of compliance-seeking behaviors.

Infante and

Wigley (1986) defined verbal aggressiveness as "a
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personality trait that predisposes persons to attack the
sel£>concepts of other people instead of, or in addition
to, their positions on topics" (p. 61).

Infante and

Wigley found that verbal aggression was correlated with
the likelihood of use of verbally aggressive message
types in interpersonal influence situations.

Hiller,

Boster, Roloff, and Seibold (1987) suggested that verbal
aggression may underlie the 16 compliance gaining
strategies identified by Harwell and Schmitt (1967a;
1967b).

Boster, Levine, and Kazoleas (1993) argued that

the results of previous research suggest that verbally
aggressive individuals use a greater number of
strategies to gain compliance, or that verbal aggression
is related to strategic diversity in compliance seeking.
The results of their 1993 study indicated the opposite:
high verbally aggressive individuals were found to use
less diverse strategies.
Hiller et al.

(1987) suggested that highly

argumentative persons tend to differ from less
argumentative individuals in terms of persistence and
diversity (e.g., offering more reasons for compliance).
Infante, Trebing, Shepherd, and Seeds (1984) defined
argumentativeness as "a personality trait which
predisposes an individual to recognize controversial
issues, to advocate positions on them, and to refute
other positions" (p. 68).

Boster, Levine, and Kazoleas
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(1993) found that argumentativeness and verbal
aggressiveness interact to influence compliance.

High

argumentatives who were high in verbal aggressiveness
were less persistent, while high argumentatives who were
low in verbal aggressiveness were persistent.
Wiseman and Schenck-Hamlin (1981) identified four
dimensions of influence including the notion of pressure
to comply versus freedom of choice, or locus of control.
Locus of control concerns the degree to which actors sure
confident that their success and rewards are a function
of skill and ability (i.e., internal locus of control)
or a function of chance or fate (i.e., external locus of
control)

(Canary, Cody & Marston, 1987).

The locus of

control constructs (internal locus and powerlessness)
were found to be significantly related to
compliance-seeking activities (Canary, Cody 6 Marston,
1987).

Internals reported more confidence in pursuing

goals, greater persistence, greater willingness to enter
into compliance episodes, and rated goals as easier to
imagine.

Furthermore, internals were more likely to

rely on tactics based in rationality, referent power,
and manipulation of positive feelings.
relied on weaker strategies:

Powerless actors

compromise, more

rudimentary strategies (e.g., coercive power), and more
emotion-based strategies (Canary, Cody & Marston, 1987).
Although locus of control has been linked to compliance
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gaining, its role in the entire compliance-seeking
process is not clear.
Substantial research has been conducted with regard
to the requester, taxonomies of strategies available to
requesters, the effects of situational variables, and
the impact of individual difference dimensions on
attempts to gain compliance.

Less attention has been

paid, however, to the other side of the equation—
compliance resistance, or request refusal.

The next

section will present a review of the literature
concerning resisting compliance.
Compliance-Resisting Behaviors
While the body of literature addressing compliance
gaining from the perspective of the person essaying
interpersonal influence has steadily increased, the role
of the recipient of requests has not received comparable
attention.

Careful attention to the selection of

persuasive messages was presumed to result in
compliance.

However, many researchers acknowledged that

these efforts were not always successful (e.g., Dillard,
Hunter & Burgoon, 1984; deTurck, 1987).

Refusal to

comply, or noncompliance, has been studied primarily as
it relates to effects on the persuader.

For example,

target noncompliance has prompted research in sequential
persuasive attempts (e.g., Dillard, Hunter & Burgoon,
1984; deTurck, 1985), the use of violence by the
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persuader (deTurck, 1987), and the degree of verbal
aggressiveness triggered in persuaders (Lim, 1990).
Less attention has been paid to the role and activity of
the recipient of requests as an equal participant in the
compliance-seeking process.
Compliance resisting, or refusal, consists of
verbal attempts by a recipient to gain the agent's
acceptance of the recipient's unwillingness to comply.
According to McQuillen, Higginbotham, and Cummings
(1984), resistance to compliance attempts may be viewed
as reflexive persuasion, wherein compliance resisting is
a special type of interpersonal influence.

Resistance

is not initiated by the self, but rather results from
incompatibility between the requester's desire and the
unwillingness of the recipient to comply.
Research concerning compliance seeking has been
characterized as being one-sided (McLaughlin, Cody &
Robey, 1980), assuming that the initiator of requests
controlled the encounter (McQuillen, Higginbotham &
Cummings, 1984), and ignoring the power actions of the
target (O'Hair, Cody & O'Hair, 1991).

In an early

attempt to examine the role of the recipient, Clark
(1979) investigated the communicative objective desire
for liking, which dealt with the self-esteem of the
recipient as well as relationship maintenance concerns.
McLaughlin and her colleagues (1980) redefined the
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recipient of interpersonal persuasive attempts as
active, argued that the recipient may choose to resist
compliance, and proposed the concept of
compliance-resisting strategies.
Compliance resisting, according to McLaughlin et
al. (1980) , carries a certain degree of risk to the
relationship because refusal to comply not only
frustrates the requester's desires or needs, but also
implies either that (a) the requester lacks the power to
control the behaviors of the recipient, or (b) the
requester has erred in assessing the relative
effectiveness of each party's potential bases of power.
Following Clark and Delia's (1979) work, McLaughlin et
al.

(1980) argued that targets will encode messages that

address multiple goals:

instrumental or task-oriented,

interpersonal or relational, and identity management.
Compliance resistance is, therefore, a complex,
goal-oriented activity on the part of the recipient, and
not simply the outcome of an unsuccessful
compliance-gaining attempt.
Research dealing with compliance resistance has
taken a somewhat parallel path to that dealing with
compliance gaining. Researchers have examined the
concept of resistance in terms of (a) strategies
available to actors,

(b) situational influences on

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

34
strategy selection, and (c) relevant individual
difference dimensions.
Resistance strategies available to actors.

Early

work by McLaughlin and colleagues (1980) served not only
to broaden the focus from the requester to include the
recipient as an active participant, but also to develop
a taxonomy of compliance-resisting strategies.

This

deductively derived typology was based on a synthesis of
findings by Fitzpatrick and Winke (1979) regarding
interpersonal conflict tactics, and Clark's (1979)
categories of compliance-gaining strategies.

Subjects

rated five hypothesized strategies on the probability
that they would actually use them in compliance
situations and identified four strategies that they
would use: negotiation, nonnegotiation, justification,
and identity management.

No support was found for the

fifth hypothesized strategy— emotional appeals.
An investigation of the utility of the McLaughlin,
Cody, and Robey (1980) taxonomy in the context of the
college classroom prompted further examination of
available strategies by Burroughs, Kearney, and Plax
(1989) .

Burroughs et al.

(1989) presented an

inductively derived typology of students' compliance
resistance strategies that are frequently used in
college classrooms.

For this research, resistance was

defined as either constructive or destructive
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oppositional behavior, and 19 message types emerged:
teacher advice, teacher blame, avoidance, reluctant
compliance, active resistance, deception, direct
communication, disruption, excuses, ignoring teacher,
state priorities, challenge teacher's basis of power,
rally student support, appeal to powerful others, model
teacher behavior, model teacher affect, hostile
defensive, student rebuttal, and revenge.
The Burroughs et al. typology is broader than other
typologies due to the more general definition of
resistance as opposition. rather than forms of request
refusal. The typology differs, secondly, in that not all
of the techniques are communication based.

This

typology differs from others in a third significant way:
a number of strategies reflected a nonverbal, rather
than a verbal, orientation.

Lastly, several of the

strategies identified have been discounted by other
researchers as not being types of compliance or
resistance strategies but rather forms of messages, such
as deception, which is neither a persuasive nor a
resisting tactic inherently.

Further research by

Kearney, Plax, and Burroughs (1991) that used this
typology confirmed all 19 categories, and found that the
categories could be reduced to two dimensions of
techniques: teacher-owned (behavior is the
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responsibility of the teacher) and student-owned
(student assumes responsibility for the behavior) .
A third taxonomy emerged from a study of resistance
strategy selection within the context of adolescent
resistance to peer pressure to smoke (Reardon, Sussman &
Flay, 1989) .

Of the 18 strategies that were identified,

five were preferred by 80% of the subjects:

(a) simple

rejection ("No, I d o n ’t want to."); (b) statement of
typical, enduring behaviors of self ("I don't do things
that are bad for my health"); (c) statement of attitude
or belief ("I think smoking is bad for you.");
(d) rejection of person offering cigarette ("You
shouldn't ask a friend to do something harmful."); and
(e) walk away from interaction (physically absenting
self from further interaction) .

Although walking away

from a persuasive encounter may serve to resist the
behavior in question, this response cannot be classified
as a reflexive persuasion, or resistance, message type.
The following section presents the findings of a
second research thread concerning the concept of
resistance relative to compliance resistance:
situational influences on strategy selection.
Situational influences on selection of strategies
to resist.

An examination of responses to influence

attempts revealed that three situational variables—
intimacy, consequences to the relationship, and rights
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to resist— affected the likelihood of use of various of
the strategies (McLaughlin, Cody & Robey, 1980).
Identity management strategies, those that manipulate
the image of the requester or the recipient, were found
to occur most frequently in intimate situations.

Such

strategies may be used with caution in intimate
relationships with long-term consequences because this
tactic might backfire and result in angering the
requester and, thus, threaten the relationship.
Identity management was used most frequently in the
condition of high intimacy, short-term consequences, and
high rights to resist.

Negotiation strategies were

rated as the most likely to be used across all
situations and most likely to be used when resistance
represented a threat to an intimate relationship.
Subjects reported a higher likelihood of use of
justification in all conditions of intimacy and rights
to resist except for high intimacy and low rights to
resist in relationships with long-term consequences.
Nonnegotiation was the least popular of the strategies
due to perceived negative consequences to the
relationship.

McLaughlin et al.

(1980) warned that

these results should not be unambiguously generalized
because the study dealt only with the reported
likelihood of use of messages, rather them participant
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constructed messages, by a sample of undergraduate
students, not a wider sample of respondents.
Studies of compliance resistance by college
students in the classroom (Burroughs, Kearney & Plax,
1989; Kearney, Plax & Burroughs, 1991) investigated the
effects of teacher type (immediate or nonimmediate) and
teacher compliance-gaining message type (prosocial or
antisocial) on message generation.

Results indicated

that teacher immediacy and message type predicted the
number of messages generated.

Students generated

slightly more messages in both nonimmediate conditions.
Kearney and her colleagues (1991) also found that
students reported a greater likelihood of using
teacher-owned techniques with nonimmediate teachers and
student-owned techniques with immediate teachers.
McQuillen, Higginbotham, and Cummings (1984)
studied compliance-resisting strategies as a function of
intimacy, status of agent, and type of
compliance-gaining strategy.

The data revealed that the

level of intimacy experienced in the relationship with
the agent and the agent's status affected strategy
choice.

McQuillen and his colleagues varied the

dimension agent by presenting cases where the agent was
mother, peer, and younger sibling.

Differences in

intimacy or status were not identified explicitly,
although the implication was that mother was the highest
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status while younger sibling represented the lowest
status. Subjects used more justification and fewer
nonnegotiation strategies when the agent was mother and
more nonnegotiation strategies with younger sibling.
The greatest percentage of identity management
strategies were used with peer.

The type of

compliance-gaining strategy also affected resistance
strategies.

Simple requests resulted in the use of

nonnegotiation and negotiation.

Incentive requests were

met with nonnegotiation responses, and altruistic
requests were associated with identity management
strategies.
An investigation of the situational variables
intimacy and rights to resist revealed that both
intimacy and rights affected selection (O'Hair, Cody &
O'Hair, 1991).

Using both constructed strategies and

preference ratings, O'Hair et al. found similar effects
on strategy selection for negotiation, justification,
and identity management strategies.

At high intimacy,

negotiation was selected for both high and low rights to
resist, while at low intimacy, negotiation was selected
more frequently at low rights than at high rights.
Positive identity management strategies were selected
more frequently in intimate situations, and rights to
resist were not associated with selection in this
condition.

Justification was used in high rights and in
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low intimacy situations.

The third main line of

research has dealt with individual difference dimensions
relevant to compliance resistance.
compliance resistance and individual differences.
The demographic variables age and, to a lesser extent,
gender have been examined relative to
compliance-resisting behaviors.

The individual

difference dimension of perspective taking has also been
investigated in combination with age, as perspective
taking is considered to be of a developmental nature,
increasing with age.

Other individual difference

factors that have been studied include argumentativeness
and locus of control.
McQuillen, Higginbotham, and Cummings (1984)
studied compliance-resisting strategies as a function of
age of recipient.

They found that subjects' reported

use of nonnegotiation decreased with age, and the
frequency of use of justification and identity
management increased with age.

McQuillen and his

colleagues suggested that age, per se, was not the
predictive dimension but rather an awareness of the
needs and feelings of others— perspective taking— that
increases with age.

This assumption and finding

parallels the impact of age and perspective taking found
with respect to compliance-seeking strategies.
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Other research by McQuillen (1986) examined
compliance-resisting strategies as a function of
perspective taking and found that the level of
perspective taking in resistance strategies increased
with age.

Older children (10th graders) displayed a

greater tendency to adapt compliance-resisting
strategies to the listener than did younger children
(1st and 4th graders).

McQuillen (1986) also found that

females displayed more social sensitivity, or
perspective taking, than did males and, thus, tended to
use more elaborate resistance strategies.

Kazoleas

(1993), in an examination of the impact of
argumentativeness on resistance to persuasion, found
that high argumentatives were able to generate more
counterarguments in an influence situation.
Ritchie and Phares (1969) found that participants
who were characterized as having an internal locus of
control yielded less to influence attempts than did
externals.

Further research on locus of control that

identified three levels of locus— internal, middle, and
external— found that internals manifest less conformity
or agreement behavior than externals (Biondo &
MacDonald, 1971).

Stewart (1985) studied locus of

control in a sample of college students and found that
internals reported that they perceived teachers as less
powerful than did externals.
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Previous research has examined the two roles (i.e.,
requester or recipient) played by interactants in
compliance situations and has revealed an array of
strategies used by both requesters and recipients and
has investigated numerous situational and individual
differences as they affect strategy selection.

Clearly,

we cannot have a typology of behaviors for every
communication situation in which we engage.

Actors

would be required to perform numerous cognitive
operations in order to define the episode and then
access an appropriate script.

A broader approach to

compliance is called for.
With the exception of research that has
investigated subsequent influence attempts in the face
of initial resistance and the focus on
compliance-gaining behaviors, previous studies have not
examined the compliance-seeking as a process engaged in
by equal, interdependent parties.

Compliance situations

can be conceptualized as interactive processes that
consist of the cognitions and behaviors of both parties
rather than linear, unidirectional messages sent toward
a target by a sender.

Furthermore, both actors, not

simply the requester or agent of requests, have goals
and act to accomplish these goals within the boundaries
defined by conversation rules that govern interactions.
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Chapter 3 will review the relevant literature
concerning goals and politeness and will address
interpersonal influence in an important interaction
context— the organization.
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Chapter 3
Goals and Politeness in Social Interaction and
Interpersonal Influence in the Organization:
A Review of the Literature and Rationales
Many researchers have posited the notion that all
human behavior is strategic, or goal-directed.
Compliance attempts are a special case of interpersonal
influence goals in operation.

While actors may devise

messages with particular goals in mind, there also
exists, at varying levels of consciousness, a contract
between persons that messages will follow certain rules
of social acceptance or politeness.

The following

sections present a review of the relevant literature on
goals and social interaction and on politeness.
Goals and Social Interaction
Much of the research concerning goals is based on
Schank and Abelson's early (1977) work aimed at the
eventual creation of computer understanding of natural
language.

Their focus was on comprehending the nature

of scripts (structures that describe appropriate
sequences of events in a given context), plans (general
information that connect events that cannot be connected
by available scripts), and goals (desired outcomes).
Schank and Abelson suggested several forms of goals:
1. Satisfaction goals are those that involve
biological needs.

44
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2. Enjoyment goals are pursued for entertainment or
relaxation.
3. Achievement or acquisition goals address
people's needs for personal recognition or material
goods.
4. Preservation goals maintain or improve the
health, safety, or condition of people, position, or
property.
5. Crisis goals sure set up to handle serious
threats.
6. Instrumental goals are devised to realize a
preliminary condition on the path to another goal.
Schank and Abelson (1977) argued that precedence
rules exist that govern the priorities among goal forms.
For example, crisis goals tend to take precedence over
satisfaction goals.

Pervin (1986) proposed that

behavior in situations should be considered in terms of
a theory of goals and presents seven propositions to be
considered within a theory of goals:
1. Behavior in situations is directed primarily
toward goal attainment.
2. Goals have cognitive, affective, and behavioral
dimensions.
3. Goals vary in terms of content, time span,
complexity, and importance.
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4. An individual's goal system can be considered in
terms of the individual's personality, the relative
stability or fluidity of goals, and multiple goals.
5. Goals are acquired or learned as a result of the
association of affect with specific persons, objects,
events, symbols, or processes.
6. Goal-directed behavior can be considered in
terms of external or internal stimuli, multiple goal
attainment, and conflict among goals.
7. Internal, intrapersonal conflict and
interpersonal conflict can be understood in terms of
conflicts among goals.
Read and Miller (1989) offered the concept of
inter-personalism. which they define as "...a goal-based
theory of persons in relationships"

(p. 414).

Goal-based structures, including goals, plans,
resources, and beliefs, provide a model of people and
situations as well as a model of how persons perceive
their interaction partners and understand relationships
in various contexts and times.

Read and Miller drew on

the tradition in personality psychology that suggests
that goals are important to our understanding of people.
Goals, according to Read and Miller, sure things
that an individual desires or wishes to attain because
they are inherently rewarding.

Possible goals are basic

biological needs (food, sleep), social needs
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(companionship, respect), and more abstract needs such
as justice.

Goals relevant to interpersonal

relationships include impressing the other, having an
intimate relationship, and avoiding rejection.

A

person's beliefs about his or her world affect the goals
and strategies that are chosen, how these strategies are
implemented, and the inferences that one draws about
one's own behavior and the behavior of others (Read &
Miller, 1989).

People may have varying degrees of

awareness of the particular goals that are salient,
depending on the situation and their perceived ability
to achieve goals.
The ability to achieve goals depends, at least in
part, on the resources available to the social actor.
Read and Miller (1989) suggested three general sources
of resources:

personal or individual resources,

resources afforded by the situation, and relational
resources afforded by associations with others in
relationships.

Personal resources include cognitive

tools and skills; knowledge; social, expressive, and
communicative skills; physical attributes; special
talents such as musical or mechanical abilities; coping
skills; position and status; possessions; and time.
Read and Miller argued that time may be the most
valuable resource of all because it is necessary for
almost any action, although individuals may attempt to
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accomplish multiple goals in a given span of time.
Resources available because of the situation include
access to people, access to objects, and access to
experiences.

Relational resources include cognitive

resources such as collective memory, material resources,
physical and psychological resources, affective
(emotional) resources, and support.
Although the resources available to agents, or
requesters, have been studied, there is much that is not
known about the resources that recipients bring to
compliance situations.

Furthermore, resources may not

be permanent or unvarying across all situations and
relationships.

People may have a wide repertoire of

goals, but, according to Read and Miller (1989) the
salience of goals is likely to vary depending on the
situation and the relationship.
(1994)

Cody, Canary, and Smith

stated that "remarkably little is known about how

people attempt to pursue interpersonal goals in daily
life" (p. 44), including compliance situations.
Dillard and his colleagues (Dillard, 1989, 1990;
Dillard, Segrin & Harden, 1989) have identified goals
salient to requesters in interpersonal influence
situations.

Such goals are assumed to engender plans,

which subsequently guide behavior in influence
situations.

Goals are conceptualized as belonging to

two groups:

primary and secondary.

Primary goals are
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influence goals, assuming that the main objective of an
influence situation is to effect some change in behavior
on the part of the target of influence.

Secondary goals

act as inhibiting forces, according to Dillard (1990)
and may function separately or in combination to
overwhelm the primary goal of interpersonal influence.
If the primary goal is overwhelmed, the agent will
choose not to engage in an influence attempt.
goals address the following dimensions:
(b) interaction,

Secondary

(a) identity,

(c) relational resources,

(d) personal

resources, and (e) arousal management goals.
Identity goals are goals associated with developing
or maintaining a desired self-concept and derive from
moral standards, principles, and personal preferences
for one's conduct.

Interaction goals are concerned with

perceptions of socially appropriate behavior.

They

represent a need or desire to communicate effectively
and to manage the relationship and face needs of the
self and the other.

Relational resource goals focus on

maintaining or increasing valued relational assets such
as liking.

The domain of personal resource goals

includes the material, physical, and perhaps temporal
assets of a person.

Arousal goals represent the need of

people to maintain a desired state of involvement in
interactions that falls within individually defined and
preferred boundaries.
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Dillard (1990) stated that "...the essential
difference between source and target is the deletion of
the influence goal and its replacement with a resistance
goal.

The crucial distinction between influence and

resistance goals lies in the manner in which the motive
is instantiated.

Influence goals are offensive

instantiations in that the source seeks to control the
behavior of a target" (p. 53).

McQuillen et al.

(1984)

characterized resistance goals as reflexive, or reacting
to stimulus influence goals, and not initiated by the
recipient actor but resulting from an incompatibility
between the requester's desire and the unwillingness of
the recipient to comply.
While the bulk of Dillard's work (1989, 1990;
Dillard et al., 1989) focused on goals from the
perspective of the requester, he also introduced the
notion that targets of influence respond in a
goal-driven manner.

Dillard suggested that "the

essential difference between source and target is the
deletion of the influence goal and its replacement with
a resistance goal" (p. 53).

The target of a

face-to-face influence attempt, according to Dillard
(1990) can make one of three basic types of responses:
compliance, resistance, or exit (topical or physical).
If the recipient agrees to the request, the compliance
process ends.

If the recipient refuses, the process may

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

51
continue with repeated request attempts or demands for
reasons for refusal.

Physical exit, according to

Dillard, also results in the end of the episode,
although there may be subsequent relational or
conversational repercussions.

Topical exit is more

difficult to achieve because the communication episode
has already been defined, and redefinition may not be
easily negotiated.

Politeness conventions, discussed

more in a later section, dictate that some response,
even if it is physical exit, be made to the request.
O'Keefe and Shepherd's (1987) study of multiple
objectives and message organization revealed that
initiators of requests and respondents have different
priorities of goals and that goals shift with
communicative role.

Data revealed that requesters used

three ways of managing the competing goals of influence,
identity management (both self and other), and
relationship maintenance:

(a) deal with only one goal;

(b) pursue main goal (influence) and address other goals
by means of hedges, compliments, apologies, and
accounts; and (c) integrate secondary goals into the
message designed to serve the primary goal.

An act that

is initiated by an actor opens a new pragmatic topic and
is constrained by fewer elements, while a responding act
must be produced within the context of the initiated
act.

The responding act will be evaluated and
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interpreted not only in terms of general face
implications (threatening to face or face-saving) but
also in terms of its direct relevance to the goals of
the requester.

O'Keefe and Shepherd suggested that

recipients may give a higher priority to face protection
than do initiators.
Research dealing with rules underlying goals in
compliance situations has revealed that goal-relevant
knowledge is represented as cognitive rules that link
situational factors and individual differences and
desired outcomes.

Smith (1984) identified two types of

behavioral contingency rules.

First, self-evaluation

rules link persuasive action to a person's established
standards for behavior.

Self-evaluation rules include

self-identity rules that link persuasive behaviors to
personal values that inform perception of self and image
maintenance rules that link persuasive behaviors with
self-presentational concerns.

Second, adaptive rules

link persuasive action to extrinsic goal achievement in
terms of concerns of well-being of self and others,
maintenance of satisfying relationships, and general
cultural and societal norms of appropriateness.

Smith's

research revealed three dimensions that serve to define
the context of a persuasive situation:

the nature of

the relationship between the parties, the persuasive
intentions of the agent (i.e., personal benefits, rights
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to request or refuse) , and situational orientations or
individual differences (i. e . , ego-involvement and
situation apprehension) .
Wilson's (1990) investigation of cognitive rules
and obligation situations focused on rules and
interaction goals and proposed five interaction goals
that might be pursued:

(a) compliance goals,

(b) supporting goals (positive relationship or target
identity goals), (c) attacking goals (negative
relationship or target identity goals), (d) image goals
(desired self-image), and (e) account-seeking goals
(desire to learn why the target failed to fulfill some
obligation).

Wilson's findings revealed that intimacy

is one situational factor associated with the pursuit of
supporting goals.
Politeness and Social Influence
In an early (1977) study of the quality of social
relationships, Brown and Levinson sought to uncover
principles that guide human interaction.

Brown and

Levinson perceived interaction as a combination of
social relationship and strategic language use.

Three

assumptions guided their examination of strategic
communication within the larger context of society:
1.

Persons are concerned with face, both the

concept of free choice (negative face) and that of
approval from others (positive face).
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2. Given that one's own face concerns can be
addressed only by the actions of others, it is in
everyone's best interest to work to maintain others'
face (except when attending only to one's own face) .
3. People are rational agents who will choose means
to satisfy goals in maximally efficient ways.
Brown and Levinson's work on face, or concern for the
image perceived by the individual and presented to
others, has influenced much of the research on
interpersonal communication.

Research dealing with

compliance situations and goals has recognized that
while actors may engage in strategic, goal-directed
behavior they also act within a larger, cultural context
that is governed by rules for politeness or concern for
the face of the other.
Schank and Abelson (1977) alluded to this concern
for the self-image of the other in the notion of
preservation goals that are concerned with the condition
of others.

Smith (1984) made a direct reference to

politeness in her concept of adaptive rules that govern
behavior that affects both the well-being of the other
and societal norms of appropriate behavior.

Perception

of the other was included in the dimension of social
needs presented by Read and Miller (1989), and O'Keefe
and Shepherd (1987) identified the goal of identity
management of the other and discussed the need to
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consider the face implications of responses to requests
as a part of the compliance situation.

Wilson (1990)

offered two categories of goals dealing with the
self-image of the other.

Supporting goals address the

need to help the other maintain a positive self-image,
and attacking goals address the need to exert a negative
impact on the self-image of the other.
Berger's investigations (1995; Berger & KeHerman,
1994) of goals and strategic communication suggested
that strategic behavior is governed by meta-goals, or
goals that influence goals.

Agents' needs to achieve

their goals are affected by the meta-goal of efficiency,
which provides access to behavior that is assumed to
achieve particular goals with a minimum of time and
effort.

A second meta-goal is that of social

appropriateness, which may be defined as concern for
face, or politeness.
The two meta-goals of efficiency and social
appropriateness may be compatible with each other, such
as in situations where the most efficient path to goal
attainment is also a socially acceptable form of
communication.

It is possible, however, for the

meta-goals to be in conflict such that the most
efficient behavior is not the most socially appropriate
or even within acceptable boundaries of social
appropriateness.

It remains to the individual to select
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behavior that promotes the most efficiency possible
given the constraints of the situation, including
varying needs for politeness, and potential consequences
to the relationship.
Compliance research that considered politeness has
focused primarily on the role of the agent, or
requester.

Baxter (1984) examined compliance gaining,

which she characterized as "naturalistic persuasion," as
an exercise in politeness.
emerged:

Three situational factors

(a) the degree of intimacy in the

relationship, or relationship distance;

(b) the relative

power of the participants; and (c) the magnitude of the
request.

Baxter suggested that people have two

concerns, with respect to the face of the other, that
characterize all interaction.

The first concern is for

the other person's autonomy needs, and the second is for
the other's desire to be liked.

Baxter found that

females tended to use politeness more than did males,
and that persons reported more use of politeness in
close relationships than in more distant relationships.
No effects were found for the magnitude of the request.
According to Craig, Tracy, and Spisak (1986), who
focused on requests, rather than on the broader concept
of influence designed to produce lasting attitude
change, "...much of the variety and interest of the
discourse of requests may be found in the ways speakers
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pursue a multiplicity of goals in addition to that of
.gaining compliance" (p. 461).

They employed the

politeness approach to the study of requests, behaviors
that, along with threats, compliments, criticisms, and
apologies, are examples of face-threatening acts (FTAs) .
Craig et al. suggested that politeness and face work,
attempts to maintain the self-images of both the self
and the other in interactions, are connected to
influence attempts in the following ways:
1. Speakers recognize threats to own face and to
other face.
2. Speakers distinguish between negative face (the
desire for one's actions not be impeded by others) and
positive face (the desire for approval from others) .
3. Facework strategies reflect the tension between
cooperation and antagonism in social relationships.
4. Facework strategies reflect the rights and
obligations of relationships.
Craig and his colleagues (1986) did not include
request refusals, negotiated compliance or refusal,
expressed desire for further information regarding a
request in their taxonomy of FTAs. It seems reasonable
that they be considered in terms of politeness, as all
of these forms may serve to affect both negative face
and positive face.
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An investigation of the individual difference
variable of cognitive complexity, or construct system
development, and attention to face wants in influence
situations revealed that actors varied with respect to
greater awareness of face threats and the enactment of
more complex strategic behaviors designed to address
multiple goals (Applegate & Woods, 1991).

High

construct system development was found to be associated
with greater awareness of face needs and provision of
face support in influence situations.
A particular actor's goals, according to Schank and
Abelson (1977) are determined by his or her role in a
situation or interaction.

Once a role theme, or topic

of conversation, is invoked, expectations about goals
and actions are formed.

If a role member, or

conversational participant, performs his or her
functions, then the other actor will respond in
predictable and expected ways.

In a compliance

situation, if an agent makes a request in an appropriate
linguistic manner, the recipient is expected to respond
with an appropriate message, i.e, one of compliance.
Schegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks (1977) offered the
concept of "preference," based in the notion of
adjacency pairs, or conversational structures in which
the first part of a pair sets up the expectation of an
appropriate second part that is, in some way, related to
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the first.

For example, a greeting is expected to be

met with another greeting.

For any particular type of

first part, there is a range of appropriate second
parts.

The type of second part that is the most

frequent response is called the preferred part, and any
other response is called a dispreferred part.
Preference, therefore, refers to conversational events
in which participants may choose from alternative but
nonequivalent messages.

Preferred activities are

typically performed directly and with little, if any,
delay.

Dispreferred activities, by contrast, usually

are performed with delay between conversational turns,
are delayed within turns, and may be softened or made
indirect.
Turnbull (1992) examined refusal, an instance of a
dispreferred second, as a special instance of
accounting, which functions as a face-saving message
form.

Turnbull found that research participants avoided

the use of direct refusals and tended to delay, weaken,
or mitigate refusals.

He suggested that the use of

delaying tactics gave the requester a clue that a
refusal was imminent and offered an opportunity to
withdraw or modify the request.

Results of this study

revealed four functional conversational tactics that
accounted for over 90% of refusals:
appreciation, and apology.

excuse, refusal,

Furthermore, Turnbull found
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that these devices were often used in combination.

For

instance, refusals were often preceded by an apology or
expression of regret that a request could not be
granted.

Turnbull offered an interesting comparison of

assertiveness, a concept associated with responses to
requests, and politeness.

An important principle of

assertiveness is that people have the right to offer no
reasons or excuses to justify behavior.

Politeness, on

the other hand, is based in principles that constrain
social life and may necessitate the use of
conversational devices such as delays, hedges, and
excuses, which serve to save the face of one or both
actors, but also diminish the assertiveness or power of
the actor who employs such forms.

Politeness, then,

acts to constrain responses to requests in a number of
ways, especially with regard to refusal.

First, the

actor may have a personal preference for agreement with
requests because of the need for reward from the other.
Second, the actor may value identity or relationship
goals above refusal goals.

And, third, the actor may

endorse larger societal norms regarding preferred
responses.
The preceding sections have presented a review of
the literature in the areas of goals and politeness in
social interaction.

The next section will present a

review of literature relevant to the compliance process

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

61
within the context of interest to this study— the
organization.
Interpersonal Influence in the Organization
The practice of influence is central to the
understanding and study of organizations.

Early

theories of organization focused on authority and
downward influence (e. g . , Taylor, 1911).

Later, the

human relations approach directed attention toward peer
and upward influence (e. g., Likert, 1961), and the
systems perspective reconceptualized influence as a
process that occurs at several levels of both
organization and abstraction (e. g . , Kast & Rosenweig,
1972) .

While taking different foci regarding the

direction of influence, all of these perspectives
acknowledge that a distinguishing feature of
organizations is the hierarchical arrangement of
individuals according to the degree of authority they
hold.

Consequently, much research has directed

attention toward influence attempts, organizational
level, and direction of communication (e. g., Kipnis,
Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980; Schilit & Locke, 1982;
Schleuter, Barge & Blankenship, 1990) .
A second main topic of research has been the
development of taxonomies of tactics used (e. g . ,
Kipnis, Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980).

Kipnis's (1984)

examination of the use of power in interpersonal
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settings within the organization revealed the behavior
of powerholders relative to the kinds of influence
tactics available, the kinds of tactics used in
particular settings, and the consequences of the use of
each tactic.

Influence in organizations may be

considered in terms of goals and legitimacy.

Gender

differences in social influence strategies have been
investigated (e. g . , Instone, Major & Bunker, 1983), as
has performance feedback, a special instance of
compliance gaining (e. g . , Fedor, Buckley & Eder, 1990).
Research concerning refusal has largely been
directed toward efforts to overcome resistance
(Hirokawa, Mickey & Miura, 1991), reflecting the
dominant tendency of research on influence and
organizations to focus on improving managers' abilities
to gain compliance or overcome resistance.

Izraeli and

Jick (1986) applied "...a micro-political perspective in
examining how the art of saying no, that is, refusing
requests, is not only a form of socialization and
acculturation but also serves to reinforce the
distribution of power and authority as a shared social
fact"

(p. 171).

Izraeli and Jick proposed that

management does not control the definitional process,
meaning that other level members participate actively in
the framing of organizational problems, the interpretive
schemes involved in sense making, and the definition of
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organizational reality and focus on requests made by
lower-level employees.

Respondents in this study,

however, were managers who were asked to recall critical
request incidents and relate their refusal messages or
tactics.

Sullivan, Albrecht, and Taylor's (1990)

examination of compliance gaining as used by supervisors
to achieve personal and organizational goals detailed
three goals of subordinate resistance:

(a) get

supervisor to accept reasons for refusal,

(b) gain

acceptance of refusal without damage to relationship,
and (c) maintain positive public and self-image.
A focus of much organizational research on
influence has focused on those aspects that address the
broad goals of the organization such as initiating
change, assigning work, improving productivity (e. g . ,
Kipnis et al., 1980).

Similarly, research on influence

from a more interpersonal perspective, focusing on a
dyad, has maintained interest in larger organizational
concerns.

For example, Yukal and Tracy's (1992)

examination of influence and various types of
relationships in the organization dealt with influence
tactics used with subordinates, peers, and supervisors
relative to the broader concern of managerial
effectiveness.

A second distinction can be made with

respect to the legitimacy of requests.

Power exists

because of a value system, internalized by
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organizational members, that grants certain rights to
organizational members (French & Raven, 1960).
Superiors may prescribe or proscribe behaviors to
subordinates, and certain duties and obligations fall to
subordinates.

Requests, therefore, may be legitimate,

devolving from shared beliefs about power and authority,
or non-legitimate, not directly related to one's
organizational role or position.

Examples of

legitimate, or obligatory, requests include work
assignments and requests for improved performance.
Non-legitimate, or non-obligatory, requests include
requests, often represented in conversation as favors,
which organizational members are not entitled to grant
given existing rules and policies of the organization
(Hirokawa, Mickey & Miura, 1991).

Most of the research

on influence in organizations has dealt with legitimate
requests because those requests are more directly
related to organizational goals.
Organizations provide fertile ground for
researchers interested in interpersonal communication
processes not only because of the formal, hierarchical
ordering of positions but also because of the fact that
formal status differences do not always translate
directly to power differences (Krone & Ludlum, 1990) .
Furthermore, while members of organizations relate to
each other in terms of formal dyads, such as
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superior-subordinate or peers, they also function within
the context of interpersonal dyads, such as cordial
co-workers (persons with whom one works in a
cooperative, positive manner), work friends (persons who
maintain friendly relationships but primarily at work),
friends (persons who are considered to be not simply
friends at work but are relational intimates outside of
the workplace also), or distant co-workers (persons with
whom one works but does not particularly like or trust).
In most interpersonal communication research,
knowledge of another is typically translated as liking
or intimacy. It is possible for members of an
organization, however, because of the proxemic nature of
work, to have a considerable amount of knowledge of
another and to dislike the other.

It is the purpose of

this study to examine responses to non-obligatory,
personal requests made by members of interpersonal dyads
within the organization on the basis of liking in which
requests are made by a liked and a disliked co-worker.
This section has summarized previous research
relevant to compliance gaining, compliance resisting,
individual differences, goals and politeness, and social
influence in the context of the organization. The next
section presents the rationale for hypotheses and
research questions concerning requests made by liked and
disliked co-workers.
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Responses to Requests— Hypotheses and Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to

investigate the

types of responses that recipients make to liked and
disliked co-workers as a function of personal goals and
locus of control.
Types of responses to requests.

Dillard (1990)

stated that there are three basic types of response that
a recipient can make to a request— agreement
(compliance), refusal (resistance), or exit.

Exit was

defined as topic change or physical departure from the
interaction.

Research has provided no empirical

evidence for this claim, however, and other basic forms
of response may be available to persons in request
situations.

In an attempt to reveal other basic

response forms, a pilot study was conducted prior to the
research project.
The pilot study was conducted after an initial
investigation of the pertinent literature dealing with
compliance seeking.

The first stage of the pilot study

was designed to reveal alternative responses to requests
other than exit, compliance, and refusal.

A convenience

sample of 25 undergraduate students enrolled in
communication courses responded to a questionnaire that
solicited responses to hypothetical request situations.
The second stage involved a sample of 22 adults employed
in a number of different organizations and recruited
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through graduate seminars and civic organizations.
Participants responded to the request scenario
questionnaire and were interviewed about the goals that
they identified as operative for themselves in each of
the request situations.

The employed adults detailed

typical non-obligatory request situations in their
specific organizations.
Results of this preliminary research indicated that
participants do not consider exit to be a response
option primarily because this response is perceived to
be too rude to be employed in conversation even with
disliked co-workers.

Furthermore, participants reported

two additional possible responses:

request more

information regarding the request and postpone the
decision.

Therefore, the following research question is

asked:
RQ1: What responses to requests will participants
report using?
Goals and responses to requests.

According to

Schank and Abelson (1977) and Pervin (1986), among
others, human behavior in situations can be understood
as being directed toward the attainment of goals.

Early

research conducted by Clark (1979) posited that any
communicative situation may be viewed as involving goals
along three dimensions:
and identity.

instrumental, interpersonal,

Instrumental goals concern the
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achievement of some specific task in a given
interaction.

Instrumental goals may be defined, then,

as those goals associated with the accomplishment of a
particular communicative outcome, such as providing
information.

While instrumental goals are related to

the achievement of a particular interaction outcome,
interpersonal goals are related to the manner in which
the outcome is pursued.

Interpersonal goals concern

one's relationship with the other, and include
considerations such as face and politeness.

Identity

goals relate to one's identity, or issues of
self-concept and self-percept ion.

Communicators are

concerned not only with outcome (instrumental) and
other-oriented (politeness or interpersonal) goals, but
also with presenting and preserving aspects of a desired
self-identity.
Cody et al.

(1981) concluded that the selection of

compliance messages, in particular, depended on the
agent's assessment of the communicative goals relevant
to a given situation.

In other words, multiple goals

may be operative and salient in any given interaction,
and, furthermore, one or more of these goals may assume
prime importance.

Agents, or requesters, are assumed to

act in a strategic, goal-driven manner in
compliance-gaining situations.

The compliance process

does not include only those participants who are engaged
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in making requests, however, but alsothose whose

role

is to listen to requests and respond.
In addition to presenting a taxonomy of
compliance-gaining strategies, Reardon et al.

(1989)

suggested three ways in which compliance gaining and
resistance to compliance are similar:
persuasion;

(a) both involve

(b) both require the selection

of

strategies; and (c) both can result in success or
failure.

Likewise, McQuillen and his colleagues (1984)

proposed that the interpersonal influence process, which
is often viewed as one-way and controlled by the
initiator of requests, is in fact interdependent and
reciprocal.
Dillard (Dillard, 1989, 1990; Dillard, Segrin &
Hardin, 1989) identified goals salient to requesters in
request situations.

Such goals address compliance,

identity, the relationship, and arousal management.
Following Clark and Delia's (1979) work, McLaughlin et
al.

(1980) suggested that targets of influence attempts

(recipients) will also construct messages that address
multiple goals:

instrumental or task-oriented (refusal

or agreement), relational (concern for the relationship
and the other), and identity management (self-concept).
Little research has examined request refusal and
recipient goals, and no research has investigated
request agreement and recipient goals.

Discussions of
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compliance have labelled agreement: outcomes as
successful compliance attempts and have attributed
success to the efforts of the requester, ignoring the
possibility that recipient goals may have been the
driving force behind agreement.
Dillard (1990) conceptualized goals as belonging to
two groups:

primary and secondary.

The primary goal of

a requester in an influence situation, assuming that the
main objective is to effect some change in behavior on
the part of the target of influence, is the influence
goal.

Dillard also argued that the main difference

between the perspective of the requester and that of the
recipient of a request is the substitution of an
influence goal with a resistance goal, although no
empirical evidence exists to support that assumption.
Therefore, people may be expected to focus on
instrumental goals regardless of liking.

The following

hypotheses are offered:
HI:

Instrumental goals will predict a refusal
response to a request by a liked co-worker.

H2:

Instrumental goals will predict a refusal
response to a request by a disliked co-worker.

Personal resources, according to Dillard et al.
(1989), include all of those physical and material
assets which a person values.

Dillard and his

colleagues suggested, furthermore, that this definition
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may be expanded to include time as a personal resource.
People sure more likely to exchange personal resources,
also referred to as relational currency, with liked
others and, conversely, to withhold such assets from
disliked others.

To examine the notion that recipients

of requests act in a goal-driven fashion in both liked
and disliked conditions, the following hypotheses are
proposed:
H3:

Resource goals will predict an agreement
response to a request by a liked co-worker.

H4:

Resource goals will predict a refusal
response to a request by a disliked co-worker.

Research concerning politeness has demonstrated the
constraining effect of politeness on responses to
requests.

Societal norms regarding preferred responses

indicate a preference for agreement or compliance.
Politeness has also been linked to liking, which has
been found to be associated with greater use of polite
strategies, more positive (language) strategies, and
more face-saving strategies.
Early research findings reported by Miller and his
colleagues (1977) indicated that the quality of the
relationship influenced the selection of
compliance-gaining strategies.

These results have been

supported by further research by Cody and others (1980)
and Jordan and Roloff (1990).

similarly, research has
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demonstrated a link between liking and the selection of
resistance strategies (e.g., O'Hair et al., 1991).
Liking and politeness sure linked to the need to promote,
maintain, or preserve relationships.

Associated with

relationship development is the concept of social
presentation of self.

A person who likes another will

want to present a likeable, agreeable, courteous self in
interactions.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is

proposed:
H5:

Interaction (politeness) goals will predict an
agreement response to a request by a liked
co-worker.

Locus of control and goals.

Goal systems can be

considered, according to Pervin (1986), in terms of the
individual's personality.

Personality comprises not

only those characteristics of the person that are
relatively stable over time and across situations but
also those characteristics that a person displays in
specific situations.

Research has demonstrated that the

individual difference variable of locus of control is
related to compliance, with regard both to
compliance-seeking behaviors (Canary et al., 1987) as
well as to compliance-resistance behaviors (Ritchie &
Phares, 1969).
Canary and his colleagues (1987) found that
externals reported less confidence in pursuing goals and
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less willingness to enter into compliance episodes, and
rated goals as more difficult to imagine than internals
did.

An investigation of locus of control and

compliance resisting by Ritchie and Phares (1969)
suggested that participants characterized as having an
external locus of control yielded more to influence
attempts than did internals.

Previous research

concerning compliance has focused on interpersonal
influence, which included a number of types

of

influence, among which were (a) attempts to

change the

other's opinion on a given issue, (b) attempts to
persuade the other to modify behavior (e.g., stop
smoking),

(c) affinity-seeking attempts,

(d) direct

requests for assistance or favors.
Although direct requests are a form of
interpersonal influence, such requests seem

to be in a

category separate from the other types of influence that
have been used in research projects.

Actors attempting

to change opinion, to persuade the other to change
behavior, or to gain affinity may be assumed to have
long-term, relatively permanent change as a
superordinate goal.

Actors who make direct requests of

co-workers, on the other hand, are seeking an immediate
remedy for a situation.

The immediacy and short-term

nature of the request situation represent important
qualitative differences between a direct request and a
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broader influence situation.

This research expands the

investigation of locus of control and compliance.
Persons characterized as having an external locus
of control are defined as those who depend primarily on
external forces, such as other people, as their source
of reward.

Such people may be expected to place more

value on relationships with others and to select
messages designed to promote or preserve relationships,
more polite messages.
Persons characterized as having an internal locus
of control depend primarily, by definition, on internal
factors such as personal skills and attributes for
rewards.

Internals, therefore, might be expected to

place less value on relationships with others and to
select fewer messages designed to promote or preserve
relationships.

Interaction goals, which are concerned

with perceptions of socially appropriate behavior, or
politeness, represent a need to manage the self-concept
of the self and the other.

Individuals who are

characterized by an internal locus of control may
demonstrate less concern for the self-concept of the
other and, thus, less concern for politeness.
Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H6:

There will be a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
interaction, or politeness, goals.
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Dillard (1990) proposed that people have a need to
maintain a desired state of involvement in interactions
that falls within individually defined and preferred
boundaries.

Internal locus of control has been found to

be positively associated with willingness to enter into
compliance episodes (Canary et al., 1987).

This implies

that while direct requests may represent a threat to
resources for externals, internals may not experience
request episodes as threatening to personal resources.
Thus, the following hypothesis is posited from the
research on locus of control and compliance:
H7:

There will be a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
resource goals.

Persons with an internal locus of control, by
definition, rely more on internal attributes and skills
as the source of rewards.

Because of the importance of

the self to those persons with an internal locus of
control, the following hypothesis is offered:
H8:

There will be a positive correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
identity goals.

Similarly, persons with an internal locus of control may
focus, in request situations, more on defining and
presenting the self and less on the instrumental task of
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agreeing or refusing the request.

Thus, the following

hypothesis is proposed:
H9:

There will be a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
instrumental goals.

Conclusion
Chapter 2 presented a review of the literature
pertaining to the compliance-seeking process and
included a discussion of the two topics that have been
the primary focus of compliance research:

compliance

gaining, or attempts at compliance, and compliance
resisting.

Chapter 3 presented a review of the

literature pertaining to requester goals, locus of
control, and interpersonal influence in the context of
the organization. Chapter 3 also presented one research
question and nine hypotheses designed to investigate
compliance seeking from the perspective of the recipient
of requests, specifically with regard to types of
responses and the goals those responses attempt to
achieve.
The next chapter explains the methodology used to
collect data and to examine the responses and goals of
recipients of requests.
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Chapter 4
Methods and Procedures
This chapter presents a detailed discussion of the
methods and procedures used in the research project
including a description of the pilot study, the data
collection instrument, the procedures used in data
collection, the participants in the study, and the
methods of data analysis.
Pilot Study
Prior to this study, a pilot study was conducted to
to discover if respondents could identify responses and
goals other than those investigated and reported by
Dillard and his colleagues (1989, 1990).

A second

purpose of the pilot study was to devise the
hypothetical request scenarios used in the current
study.

This project differed from Dillard's work in two

significant ways.

First, while Dillard's work dealt

with requester goals, the purpose of this project is to
examine goals reported by recipients of requests.
Secondly, Dillard investigated the broader topic of
influence situations, which included gain assistance,
change relationship, give advice (health), and share
activity.

The current study was limited to the

examination of responses to direct requests, which
approximates Dillard's category of gain assistance.
Because of these two differences, a pilot study was
77
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conducted to construct an appropriate request scenario
and to address the possibility that other responses to
requests and qoals would be reported.
Instrument
A self-report questionnaire was developed by
Dillard and others (Dillard et al., 1989; Dillard, 1990)
to generate descriptive information about the substance
of influence goals, that is, goals reported by
requesters in influence attempts.

Because the current

investigation dealt with (1) the narrower case of direct
request situations, a specific type of influence
situation, and (2) the goals reported by the recipients
of requests rather than those goals reported by
requesters, it was necessary to modify the survey
instrument developed by Dillard.

Results of the pilot

study provided the basis for modifying the influence
goals instrument to reflect the perspective of the
recipient.

(See Appendix A for the Form A version of the

questionnaire.)
The survey instrument presented participants with a
written introduction that included an explanation of the
purpose of the study.

Participants were instructed, in

writing, to answer the items on the questionnaire, which
consisted of four parts.

Part 1 included demographic

information about the respondent.

Parts 2 and 4

presented two hypothetical scenarios that described
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request situations involving one liked and one disliked
co-worker.

Two versions of the questionnaire were

produced and distributed.

Half of the respondents

received Form A of the questionnaire, which presented
the liked co-worker scenario in Part 2 and the disliked
co-worker scenario in Part 4.

Half of the respondents

received Form B, which presented the disliked
co-worker scenario in Part 2 and the liked co-worker
scenario in Part 4.

This reversal of position was

effected to avoid response bias.

Of the 211 useable

questionnaires returned, 92, or 43.6%, were Form A, and
119, or 56.4%, were Form B.

The items and sections in

Parts 2 and 4 were identical for both forms.

Part 3

included 17 items adapted from Hamilton (1991) that
tapped locus of control (Cronbach's alpha = .81).

The

following sections provide a detailed description of
Form A of the survey instrument.
Part l of the instrument.

The first part of the

questionnaire asked participants to provide basic
demographic information about themselves including sex,
age, position in the organization, and length of tenure
in the organization.
Part 2 of the instrument.

The second part of the

questionnaire asked participants to describe a specific
liked co-worker.

The first section asked respondents to

imagine a specific co-worker and to complete eight items
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about that person including sex, approximate age,
position in the organization, position in the
organization relative to the respondent, type of
relationship, frequency of interaction, and frequency of
working together.

Another item served as a manipulation

check for liking.

The next section presented a request

scenario and instructed participants to respond to the
hypothetical request by writing exactly what they would
say in such a situation.

Respondents were instructed,

in effect, to create an imagined interaction and to
report their portion of that interaction.

Participants

were then asked to indicate on a 12-item check list the
main goal that had been attempted by their response and
to indicate the degree of importance of the request.
The final section of Part 2 consisted of 22 statements
about goals to which participants indicated their
responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree).

The goals

statements were adapted from Dillard's goals items and
included items dealing with the following goals:
instrumental (task), identity, interaction (politeness),
and resource (personal, relational, and arousal or
stress).
One item asked participants to indicate the degree
of importance of the hypothetical request by a liked
co-worker.

Results show that the request by a liked
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co-worker was only moderately important (M = 4.51, SD =
1.87).

Of the 204 responses, 24 (11.8%) participants

indicated that the request was of little or no
significance, and 34 (16.7%) responded that the request
was very important.
One final item asked how frequently participants
had experienced a similar situation.

Of the 205 valid

responses in the liked category, 57 (27.8%) participants
reported that they never or rarely experienced a similar
situation.

Participants (n = 90, 43.9%) reported that

they sometimes experienced a similar situation.

Lastly,

58 (28.3%) indicated that they often or frequently
experienced a similar request interaction.
Part 3 of the instrument,

a

self-report instrument

was developed by Hamilton (1991) to serve as a
communication specific locus of control instrument.
This instrument was selected for adaptation and use
instead of an instrument developed earlier by Rotter
(1966) .

Although the Hamilton (1991) instrument has

been used less in research, in large part simply because
of the length of time available, examination of the
Rotter (1966) instrument shows low item-total
correlations; 17 of the 23 items have
item-total correlations of less them .30.

Hamilton

reported 10 of 17 items above .30, 5 above .40, and 4
above .60.

Hamilton argued that locus of control is not
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a stable, general life orientation but rather that locus
of control may change according to circumstances and
situations.

The instrument developed by Hamilton

addresses three categories of locus of control
dimensions— self-control, luck, and social system
control— with respect to basic communication situations,
specifically public speaking and small group problem
solving.

This instrument was adapted to address a third

basic communication situation, namely interpersonal
communication.
The locus of control instrument, as modified,
consisted of eight external locus statements and nine
internal statements (see Appendix A, Part 3 of the
questionnaire).

Results of the current study found 3

items below .30, and 13 of 17 items above .30, 6 items
above .40, 4 items above .50, and 1 above .60.
Cronbach's alpha, computed to estimate the internal
reliability of the scale, was .81, which demonstrates an
acceptable internal consistency.
Part 4 of the instrument.

The fourth part of the

questionnaire asked participants to describe a specific
disliked co-worker.

The first section asked respondents

to imagine a specific co-worker and to complete eight
items about that person including sex, approximate age,
position in the organization, position in the
organization relative to the respondent, type of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

83
relationship, frequency of interaction, and frequency of
working together.

Another item served as a manipulation

check for disliking.

The next section presented a

request scenario and instructed participants to respond
to the hypothetical request by writing exactly what they
would say in such a situation.

Respondents were

instructed, in effect, to create an imagined interaction
and to report their portion of that interaction.
Participants were then asked to indicate on a 12-item
check list the main goal that had been attempted by
their response and to indicate the degree of importance
of the request.

The final section of Part 2 consisted

of 22 statements about goals to which participants
indicated their responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly
disagree) .

The goals statements were adapted from

Dillard's goals items and included items dealing with
the following goals:

instrumental (task), identity,

interaction (politeness), and resource (personal,
relational), and arousal or stress.
One item asked participants to indicate on a
7-point scale ranging from 1 (little or no significance)
to 7 (very important) how important the hypothetical
request was.

Results show that the request by the

disliked co-worker was not important (M = 2.75, Sfi =
1.79) .

Of the 189 responses, 62 (32.8%) participants
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reported that the request had little or no significance.
Only 13 (6.9%) participants reported that the request
was very important.
One final item asked how frequently participants
had experienced a similar situation.

Of the 211 valid

responses in the disliked condition, 79 (41.1%) reported
that they never or rarely had experienced such an
interaction.

Participants (n =82, 42.7%) reported that

they sometimes experienced a similar request situation,
and 31 (16.2%) reported having experienced a similar
type of interaction often or frequently.
The final section of the questionnaire provided an
opportunity for participants to offer comments and a
final thank-you statement.
Data Collection Procedure
Data were collected at two sites: a large (36,000
enrollment) community college and a residential school,
both in Illinois.

The next sections describe the

methods of data collection used at the two sites.
Questionnaire packets were mailed to members of one
division of the community college.

Packets included a

cover letter (see Appendix B) that explained the nature
and purpose of the research project; an informed consent
form (see Appendix D) that reiterated the purpose of the
research and assured participants of the anonymous and
confidential nature of the project; a copy of the
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questionnaire (see Appendix A) ; and a stamped, addressed
return envelope.

All replies were returned to the

division office at the college.

Of the 235 packets that

were sent out, 59 were returned, and of those, 47
questionnaires were useable (20% response rate).
Data collection was also conducted at a residential
school for children ages kindergarten through high
school.

Questionnaire packets were distributed at staff

meetings of child care workers and administrators and
managers and through departmental offices to those
organizational members whose job responsibilities did
not include attendance at staff meetings.

Packets

consisted of a cover letter that explained the nature of
the project (Appendix C ) , an informed consent form
(Appendix D ) , and a copy of the questionnaire (see
Appendix A for Form A of the questionnaire).

Of the 225

packets, 180 were returned, and 164 were useable (73%
response rate). Completed questionnaire forms were
returned directly to the author at meetings.
Questionnaires and consent forms that were distributed
through offices were returned, in separate envelopes, to
an on-site office.
Initial contact was made through associates of the
author who were members of the organizations.

The

research project was endorsed and member participation
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was authorized by the associate dean of the community
college division and by the director of the residential
school.
Sample
The instruments were completed by 211 employed
adults.

Of the sample, 164 (78%) were employed at the

residential school, and 47 (22%) were employed at the
community college.

The sample included 134 (64%) female

respondents (105 from the residential school and 29 from
the community college) and 75 (36%) male respondents (59
from the school and 17 from the college).

The ages of

respondents ranged from 21 to 69 (M = 40.83, SD =
13.54).

The number of years of tenure (length of time

in the organization) ranged from 1 to 31 (M = 6.66, SD =
7.04), with 116 (55.5%) reporting five years or less of
tenure.
Participants included organizational members in the
following job categories:

administration and management

(17.1%), faculty (23.2%), office staff (10.0%),
residential staff (29.9%), facilities staff (12.3%), and
health and social services (6.6%).

Participants at the

college fell into the first three categories only:
administration and management (6.4% within site,1.4% of
total), faculty (76.6% within site,17.2% of total), and
office staff (14.9% within site, 3.3% of total).
Participants at the school also included members of the
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residential staff (child care workers and
houseparents)(20.4% within site, 15.8% of total),
facilities staff (e.g., carpenters and security
guards)(16.0% within site, 12.4% of total), and health
and social services (e.g., nurses and
psychologists)(8.0% within site, 6.2% of total).
T-tests revealed significant differences between
the two sites with respect to both age and tenure.
Participants from the college were significantly older
(M = 49.87, SJ) = 10.79) than those from the school (|f =
38.3, SD = 13.17) (t = -5.462, df = 208, p < .001) .
Participants from the college also had significantly
longer tenure in the organization (M = 12.91, SD = 7.77)
than had members of the residential school (M = 4.90,
SD = 5.72)(t = -7.717, df = 207, p < .001).
Data Analysis
Data analysis was designed to examine request
situations in terms of response messages constructed by
participants, goals reported by participants relative to
liking and to agreement or refusal, and locus of
control.

The data collected in the study were analyzed

using both qualitative and quantitative methods.

All

statistical analyses were accomplished using the SPSS
7.X software package.
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One research question and nine hypotheses were
examined.

They are listed below, accompanied by a

description of data analysis procedures.
RQ1: What responses to requests will participants
report using?
In Part 2 of the questionnaire, participants wrote
their responses to a direct request.

All responses were

listed on notecards, with responses to the liked
co-worker and responses to the disliked co-worker
collected separately.

The two collections of responses

were then coded by trained coders.

Two employed adults

sorted both the responses to liked co-worker and
responses to disliked co-worker.

The categories of

responses to the liked co-worker were simple agreement.
elaborated agreement (agreement with the additional
concepts of justification, obligation, or exchange) ,
refusal with reasons, request more information, and
postpone decision.

The categories of responses to the

disliked co-worker were simple refusal, refusal with
reasons, simple agreement, elaborated agreement, request
more information, and postpone decision.
Coder reliability was estimated for both the liked
responses and the disliked responses.

Kappa was .81 for

the liked responses and .72 for the disliked responses.
The author served as referee to reconcile differences so
that each response was coded into only one category.
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HI:

Instrumental goals will predict a refusal
response to a request by a liked co-worker.

H2:

Instrumental goals will predict a refusal
response to a request by a disliked co-worker.

H3:

Resource goals will predict an agreement
response to a request by a liked co-worker.

H4:

Resource goals will predict a refusal response
to a request by a disliked co-worker.

H5:

Interaction (politeness) goals will predict an
agreement response to a request by a liked
co-worker.

Hypotheses 1 through 5 concerned the response goals
associated with agreement or refusal responses to liked
and disliked co-workers.

In Parts 2 and 4 of the

questionnaire, participants completed sets of 22 items
designed to tap goals.

Participants completed 22 goals

items with respect to the liked co-worker and 22
identical goals items with respect to the disliked
co-worker.

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13,

14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 22 were reverse scored, and
two factor analyses were conducted using principal
components with direct oblimin rotation analysis to
provide a goals model for the liked and disliked
conditions.

The factor analyses revealed three-factor

models for both conditions, and the resulting factors
were used to conduct logistic regressions that were used
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to analyze Hypotheses 1 through 5 to investigate the
goals associated with agreement or refusal responses to
liked and disliked co-workers.
H6:

There will be a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
politeness goals.

H7:

There will be a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
resource goals.

H8:

There will be a positive correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
identity goals.

H9:

There will be a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and the reporting of
instrumental goals.

Hypotheses 6 through 9 concerned correlations
between goals factors and the individual difference
variable of locus of control.

Part 3 of the

questionnaire contained 17 items that addressed locus of
control.

Items 2, 3 , 5, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, and 17 were

reverse scored, and responses on all 17 items were
summed to give a locus of control score for each
participant (Cronbach's alpha = .81).

The range of

possible scores was from 17 (extremely external locus)
to 119 (extremely internal locus).

The actual range of

scores was from 55 to 116 (£ = 84.68, SJ) = 11.67).

The
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locus of control variable was treated as a continuous
variable in order to derive the most information, rather
than grouping continuous scores into discrete groups
such as low, moderate, and high.

Locus of control

scores were computed for each case in such a way that
the higher the score, the more internal the locus.

The

locus of control scores were analyzed using the goals
factors that were derived from the principal components
factor analyses.

Pearson's r, a measure of association

between variables that estimates the direction and
strength of a linear relationship, was used to analyze
Hypotheses 6 through 9 to investigate the correlation
between goals relative to liked and to disliked
co-workers and internal locus of control.
This chapter has described the pilot study that was
conducted prior to the current study, the instrument
used in the study, the procedures employed in data
collection, the sample of participants, and the
statistical procedures used in the analysis of data.
Chapter 5 will present the results of data analysis.
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Chapter 5
Results of Analysis of Recipient Goals, Responses,
Liking, and Locus of Control
The purpose of this chapter is to report the
results of the investigation.

The first section

includes results pertaining to Research Question 1.

The

second section presents findings concerning Hypotheses 1
through 5, and the third section presents the results of
the analysis of Hypotheses 6 through 9.
Research Question 1 asked what types of responses
employed adults would report making to direct requests
made of them by liked and disliked co-workers.

Results

indicated that participants reported similar types of
responses to the liked and disliked co-worker.

The

types of responses reported with regard to the liked
co-worker included simple agreement, elaborated
agreement, request more information, refusal with
reasons, and postpone decision.

In the disliked

co-worker condition, the types of responses were
identical to the liked co-worker scenario with the
addition of the category of simple refusal.
Results of the content analysis revealed that the
most common response type in the like co-worker
condition was simple agreement (n = 93; 46% of the 201
responses listed) followed by elaborated agreement (n =
88; 44%), request more information (n = 10; 5%), refusal
with reasons (n = 8; 4% of responses), and postpone
92
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decision (n = 2; 1%).

In the disliked co-worker

scenario, the most common response type was refusal with
reasons (n = 55; 29% of the 188 responses written)
followed by elaborated agreement (n = 42; 22%) , simple
agreement (n = 37; 20%), simple refusal (n = 23; 12% of
responses), postpone decision (n — 20; 11%), and request
more information (n = 11; 6%).

Difference of proportion

tests conducted on the six types of request responses
revealed significant differences in the numbers of
response types for liked and disliked co-workers.

Mo

cases of simple refusal were reported for liked
co-workers, while 12% of responses to disliked
co-workers were coded into this category.

Significantly

more cases of simple agreement (£ = 7.65, p < .05) and
elaborated agreement (i = 6.67, p < .05) were observed
as response types to liked co-workers.

Significantly

more cases of refusal with reasons (i = 12.32, p < .05),
reouest more information (£ = 1.80, p < .05), and
postpone decision (^ = 9.35, p < .05) were observed as
response types to disliked co-workers.

Table 1 presents

responses to requests in terms of numbers, percentages,
and sample statements.
The category of simple agreement included responses
that indicated straightforward agreement such as "Sure,
I'd be glad to;" or "Of course, I will help you."
Elaborated agreement included agreement responses that
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Table 1
Number and Percentage of Responses to Requests and Sample Statements
Response Type

Sample statement

Frequency Percentage
of Response

Liked Co-Worker
1 . Simple agreement
2. Elaborated agreement
3. Request information
4. Refusal with reasons
5. Postpone decision

Sure, I'd be glad to.
I'll help you, but you owe me!
When do you need this by?
I can't help you; I have too
much of my own work to do.
Let me get back to you on that.
Total

93
88
10

46%
44%
5%

8
2

4%
1%

201

100%

Disliked Co-Worker
1 . Refusal with reasons
2. Elaborated agreement
3.
4.
5.
6.

Simple agreement
Simple refusal
Postpone decision
Request information

I don't think I should do your
work.
I'll do what I can in my spare
time.
I can do that.
No, I won't help you.
I'll check my schedule and see.
Why can't you do it yourself?
Total

55

29%

42
37
23
20
11

22%
20%
12%
11%
6%

188

100%
u>

*
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were elaborated or tempered by additional information.
Elaborated agreement responses comprise (a) messages
that provided reasons for agreement, such as returning a
favor or sense of duty to a friend;

(b) messages that

explicitly stated that the requester is now under
obligation to reciprocate the favor or specifically
required a quid pro cruo at the time; and (c) messages of
conditional agreement, wherein agreement was contingent
upon certain other conditions, such as limiting the
amount of time the recipient would spend on a task or
specifying when the recipient would do the task.
An example of agreement with reasons, from the
questionnaires, is "I would be glad to help you because
I know that you have helped me in the past and would
again in the future."

Participants who reported

agreement with obligation wrote messages such as "If you
will help me with the report I have to turn in tomorrow,
I will help you today;" or "I'll help you, but you owe
me one!"

Messages of conditional agreement were

typified by statements such as "I can help you but only
after I finish my own work;" or "I'll do as much as I
can in my spare time this afternoon, but that's all the
time I can spend on your work."
simple refusal, which was reported only in the
disliked condition, included messages that offered a
flat refusal to the request, and was exemplified by
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statements such as "No way!" or "No, I will not do that
favor."

The category of refusal with reasons included

messages that refused the request and provided
justification such as, "I can't help you; I have too
much of my own work to do;" or "I don't think I should
be doing your work."

Messages that were coded into the

response type category request more information included
those that avoided any form of agreement or refusal but
rather asked the requester to tell more about the nature
and immediacy of the request before a decision was
offered.

Participants wrote messages such as "How many

exams do you have to grade?
grading?

How many did you plan on my

When do you need these by?

questions or just multiple choice?"

Are there essay
The category of

postpone decision included messages that implicitly
declined to make a decision during the request
interaction and moved the decision into the future such
as, "Let me think about this, and I'll get back to you."
Hypotheses 1 through 5 concerned the goals
associated with agreement and refusal responses.

Two

sets of 22 goals items (22 items for the liked co-worker
and 22 identical items for the disliked co-worker) were
submitted to principal components factor analyses with
direct oblimin rotation.

Results of the factor analyses

revealed a three-factor solution (resource, identity,
and interaction goals)

for the liked condition and a
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three-factor solution (resource, identity, and
interaction goals) for the disliked condition.

These

factor structures differed significantly from that
developed by Dillard (1990), which revealed six factors:
influence, identity, interaction (politeness),
interaction, relational resource, personal resource, and
arousal management.
Results of the factor analysis of goals items
relative to liked co-workers revealed a three-factor
model.

The first factor, resource goals, comprised

eight items that dealt with personal, relational, and
arousal goals and accounted for 24.8% of the variance.
The resource factor included items dealing with anxiety
and stress, personal consequences in the organization,
and consequences to the relationship.

This factor

subsumed aspects of Dillard's influence goals,
relational resource goals, and personal resource goals.
For example, participants apparently perceived arousal
in terms of stress and anxiety as personal resources and
not as interaction involvement, as Dillard speculated.
The second factor, identity goals, accounted for 17.7%
of the variance and included five items concerned with
maintaining personal standards and values.

The identity

factor emerged as very similar to Dillard's identity
scale with the critical addition of item LI: It was very
important to me to make the response I did.

Survey
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participants apparently construed this statement more as
a dimension of consistency of self-concept than as a
dimension of task accomplishment (instrumental goal) .
The third factor, interaction or politeness goals,
included four items that addressed the social
appropriateness of responses and accounted for 4.89% of
the variance.

All of the items loaded negatively on

this factor indicating a lack of concern for social
appropriateness.
The factor scheme developed in this study might be
assumed to take on somewhat different construction than
the Dillard model due, in part, to the design of the
studies.

Participants in Dillard's investigation were

asked to respond to goals items relative to a person
they knew well with no specific relationship type
defined, while this study asked participants to respond
to the same 22 goals items relative to a liked
co-worker.

Table 2 presents the results of the factor

analysis of goals and responses to liked co-workers.
Table 2
Factor Index of Goals Items for Responses to Liked
Co-Workers
Factor 1: Resource Goal (alpha = .86) Eigenvalue =
4.84 Percentage of variance accounted for =
24.8%
1.

L10

This situation's potential for making me
anxious or uncomfortable worried me. (.813)
(table con'd)
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2.

L15

3.

L6

4.

Lll

5.

L5

6.

L14

7.

L17

8.

L7

When I made my response, I was worried that my
position in the organization might be affected
negatively. (.731)
This person could have made things very bad
for me if I had made another response. (.723)
I considered that this person might take
advantage of me in future request situations.
(.721)
I was afraid of feeling stress in the
situation. (.715)
I was concerned with putting myself in a "bad
light" in this situation. (.675)
When I gave my response, I avoided saying
things that might have made me nervous or
apprehensive. (.638)
I was not willing to risk possible damage to
the relationship in order to make the response
I really wanted to. (.622)

Factor 2: Identity Goal (alpha = .78) Eigenvalue =
3.43 Percentage of variance accounted
for = 17.67%
1.

L2

2.

L9

3.

L18

4.

L13

5.

LI

In this situation, I was concerned with not
violating my own personal standards. (.797)
I was concerned about being true to myself and
my values. (.769)
In this situation, I was concerned about
maintaining my own personal standards. (.763)
I wanted to behave in a mature, responsible
manner. (.640)
It was very important to me to make the
response I did. (.639)

Factor 3
Eigenvalue = 3.10 Percentage of variance
accounted for = 4.89%
1.

L3

2.

L20

3.

L4

I was concerned with making or maintaining a
good impression on the person who made the
request. (-.827)
I was careful to avoid saying things that were
socially inappropriate. (-.708)
I was very conscious of what responses were
polite and socially appropriate in this
situation. (-.655)
(table con'd)
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4.

L19

The outcomes of this request situation would
have had important personal consequences for
me. (— .566)

Note. The numbers in the second column indicate the
questionnaire number of the items. Items designated £
indicate that the item appeared in the liked co-worker
section.
The numbers in parentheses following the items
are the factor loadings.

The factor analysis of goals items relative to
disliked co-workers revealed a three-factor model, which
included resource goals, identity goals, and interaction
goals.

Table 3 presents the results of the factor

analysis of goals items and disliked co-workers.

The

first factor, resource goals, comprised seven items that
deal with concern for organizational consequences,
negative personal consequences, and relationship and
accounts for 23.8% of the variance.

The second factor

of identity goals accounted for 15.28% of the variance
and included four items that dealt with personal
standards and self-image.

The third factor, interaction

or politeness goals, accounted for 6.29% of the variance
and included three items that tapped concern for social
appropriateness.

All three items loaded negatively on

this factor indicating a lack of concern with social
appropriateness.
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Table 3
Factor Index of Goals Items for Responses to Disliked
Co-Workers

Factor 1 Resource Goal (alpha =
.85) Eigenvalue = 4 . 3 7
Percentage of variance accounted for = 23.8%
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

D21 This situation did not seem to be the type to
make me nervous. (.811)
D8

I really didn't care whether I agreed or
refused this request. (.779)
D19 The outcome of this request situation would
have had important personal consequences for
me. (.778)
D16 Making the response I wanted to was more
important to me than preserving our
relationship. (.749)
D15 When I made my response, I was worried that my
position in the organization might be affected
negatively. (.717)
D12 I really didn't care if I made the other
person mad or not. (.529)
D2
In this situation, I was concerned with not
violating my own personal standards. (.529)

Factor 2

Identity Goal (alpha = .79) Eigenvalue = 3.04
Percentage of variance accounted for = 15.28%

1.

D18

2.

D14

3.

D1

4.

D13

In this situation, I was concerned about
maintaining my own personal standards. (.812)
I was concerned with putting myself in a "bad
light" in this situation. (.783)
It was very important to me to make the
response I did. (.772)
I wanted to behave in a mature, responsible
manner. (.699)

Factor 3

1.

D3

Interaction Goal (alpha = .74) Eigenvalue =
2.51 Percentage of variance accounted for =
6.29%
I was concerned with making or maintaining a
good impression on the person who made the
request. (-.811)
(table con'd)
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2.

D20

3.

D7

I was careful to avoid saying things that were
socially appropriate. (-.772)
I was not willing to risk possible damage to
the relationship in order to make the response
I really wanted to. (-.726)

Note. The numbers in the second column indicate the
questionnaire number of the items. Items designated £
indicate that the item appeared in the disliked
co-worker section. The numbers in parentheses following
the items are the factor loadings.
Although the two factor models did not include
identical items from the liked and disliked sections of
the questionnaire, the items are similar in content.

In

both factor models, the resource factor includes items
that dealt with anxiety and personal consequences.

The

identity factors included items related to personal
standards and self-image, and the interaction factors
included items that addressed social appropriateness.
The two three-factor models were used to conduct
two logistic regression analyses to investigate the
goals that predict agreement and refusal responses to
liked and disliked co-workers.

A forward stepwise

logistic conditional regression was conducted to predict
agreement or refusal responses to requests by liked and
disliked co-workers from resource, identity, and
interaction goals.

For the logistic regression

analyses, the two types of agreement, simple agreement
and elaborated agreement were aggregated to form the
response agreement. and the two types of refusal, simple
refusal and refusal with reasons, were aggregated to
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form refusal.

The response types request more

information and postpone decision were dropped for these
analyses.

In the first step, type of response, which

comprised agreement (coded as l)and refusal (coded as 0),
was the dependent variable, and resource goals, identity
goals, and interaction goals were the predictor
variables.

Hypotheses 1 and 2, which posited that

instrumental goals would predict refusal in both the
liked and disliked conditions, were not supported.
Instrumental goals did not emerge in the factor
analysis.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 proposed that resource

goals would predict agreement to a request by a liked
co-worker and disagreement to a request by a disliked
co-worker.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were not supported.

Hypothesis 5 concerned interaction goals, or politeness,
and agreement responses to liked co-workers.
5 was not supported.

Hypothesis

In the second step, the variables

relative position (peer, subordinate, supervisor) and
site (community college, residential school) were added
to investigate whether organizational position or site
would predict agreement or refusal.

These two variables

were not included in the equation and did not predict
agreement or refusal.

Goals, relative position, and

site did not predict response types.

Although not

significant, resource goals and identity goals
approached significance in the disliked condition,
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implying that these goals are more likely to have some
small effects with disliked co-workers than with liked
co-workers.

Table 4 presents the scores and

correlations for goals factors relative to responses to
liked and disliked co-workers.
Table 4
Logistic Regression of Goals Factors and Response Type
Score

R

Liked Co-Worker
Resource goals
Identity goals
Interaction goals

.9580
.4998
.4038

.00
.00
.00

.33
.48
.40

Disliked Co-Worker
Resource goals
Identity goals
Interaction goals

2.8787
2.8324
2.5477

.06
.06
.05

.09
.09
.11

Variable

E

Correlation coefficients were computed to test
Hypotheses 6 through 9 regarding locus of control and
the goals factors for liked and disliked co-workers.
Locus of control was treated as a continuous variable,
and survey items were recoded such that higher scores
reflected a more internal locus of control.

The

possible range of scores was 17-119, and the actual
range was 55-116 (M = 84.68, Sfi = 11.67).

Results of

the correlation analyses are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5
Correlations Between Locus of Control and Goals Factors
Goals Factors
Locus of Control
Resource

Identity

Liked Co-Worker

-.31*

.19*

Disliked Co-Worker

-.25*

.30*

Politeness
-.10
.28*

* Correlation is significant at the .01 level.
The sixth hypothesis predicted a negative
correlation between internal locus of control and
politeness goals.

Hypothesis 6 was not supported.

While the results for the liked condition indicated a
negative relationship, the correlation was not
significant.

A significant positive correlation between

politeness and internal locus of control was found in
the disliked co-worker condition (p = .28, p <.01).
Hypothesis 7 predicted a negative correlation between
internal locus of control and resource goals.

Results

supported the hypothesis and showed a negative
correlation between resource goals and internal locus in
both the liked (p = -.31, p < .01) and disliked
(r = -.25, p < .01) conditions.

Hypothesis 8 concerned

the relationship between locus of control and identity
goals.

Results supported the hypothesis and indicated a

positive correlation between internal locus and the
reporting of identity goals in the liked (p = .19,
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£ < .01) and disliked (£ = .30, £ < .01) conditions.
Hypothesis 9 predicted a negative correlation between
internal locus and instrumental goals.

Hypothesis 9 was

not supported because instrumental goals did not emerge
in the factor analysis.
Exploratory Findings
Although no hypotheses regarding liking and
response types were offered, analysis of the data
revealed that liking is associated with agreement.

An

examination of freguency counts and proportions of
agreement responses to liked co-workers and to disliked
co-workers suggests that liking is more influential on
type of response than are personal goals.

Correlations

conducted between the goals and type of response
revealed non-significant but interesting results.

In

the liked condition, negative correlations were obtained
for each of the three goals— resource (£ = -. 07) ,
identity (r = -.05), and interaction (£ = -.6)— which
indicates that the goals were related to refusal
responses.

In the disliked condition, positive

correlations were obtained for resource goals (£ = .15)
and interaction goals (c - .13), which means that these
goals were related to agreement, while a negative
correlation was obtained for identity goals (c = -.12),
which were related to refusal.
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Additional data with regard to goals and liking was
obtained by means of a check-off list of goals served by
responses to liked and disliked co-workers.

The lists

were developed from previous goals research and through
responses given by participants in a pilot study.

The

check-off list comprised 11 categorical variables and a
12th category other.

Table 6 shows the frequencies and

percentages for main goals reported by participants.
Table 6
Frequencies and Percentages of Goals
Goal category

Liked
N

Communicate wish to refuse
6
156
Be helpful
Avoid helping this person
0
Present myself as nice
7
person
Be polite
5
Avoid being taken
advantage of
2
Preserve our relationship
11
Put other in my debt
1
Avoid stress of refusing
4
To get the other to like
me (or like me more)
1
Other [Be professional]
15

%

Disliked
N
%

2.9
74.6
0

51
34
10

25.9
17.3
5.1

3.3
2.4

7
22

3.6
11.2

1.0
5.3
.5
1.9

32
5
5
13

16.2
2.5
2.5
6.6

.5
7.2

1
15

.5
7.6

Participants who checked other were asked to
explain the goal attempted.

Of the 30 other responses,

26 (liked = 12, disliked = 14) addressed, in some
manner, the idea of being professional.

Participants

commented that, regardless of liking or type of
relationship, they felt an obligation to the
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organization to help a co-worker accomplish work.

Some

participants reported a feeling that others' work
reflected on their personal work, while others noted
that their primary goal was to accomplish the work of
the organization, even if it meant doing the work of
others.
The final chapter, Chapter 6, presents a discussion
of the findings reported in Chapter 5.

The findings

will be discussed specifically as they pertain to the
research question and hypotheses.

An overall discussion

will be presented with general conclusions.

Chapter 6

will also address limitations of this study and
implications for further research.
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Chapter 6
Discussion of Recipient Goals, Responses, Liking,
and Locus of Control in Request Situations
The purpose of this dissertation was to examine
compliance-seeking from the point of view of the
recipient of influence attempts in terms of a specific
type of interpersonal influence— a direct request made
by a co-worker.

Recipient responses to direct requests

by co-workers were examined in terms of goals and locus
of control.

The purpose of Chapter 6 is to discuss and

interpret the results of this investigation.

First,

results will be discussed regarding the research
question and the hypotheses posed in Chapter 3.

The

second section of this chapter will address the
limitations of the study.

The third section will

discuss theoretical implications and suggestions for
future research, as well as provide conclusions about
the recipient goals in request interactions.
Discussion of Research Question and Hypotheses
Researchers have investigated compliance seeking
primarily through investigations of the strategies used
and messages constructed by communicators who wish to
exert interpersonal influence on others (Garko, 1990;
Kellerman & Cole, 1994; McLaughlin, Cody, & Robey,
1980) and the goals identified by requesters (Berger,
1995; Dillard, 1990).

This study sought to expand the

research area of compliance seeking, or interpersonal
109
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influence, by focusing on a specific type of
interpersonal influence— the direct request— and by
situating the request interaction within the context of
an important environment for communicators:
workplace.

the

Furthermore, this study sought to expand the

research area by examining the goals of the recipient of
requests relative to agreement and refusal.
Previous research that has identified locus of
control as a dimension of the compliance-seeking process
(Canary, Cody, & Marston, 1987; Wiseman & Schenk-Hamlin,
1981) has been limited to the investigation of locus of
control and initiators of influence attempts.

This

study has sought to provide a broader picture of
compliance seeking by offering information concerning
the role of locus of control in recipients' responses to
requests.
Research question concerning types of responses.
The research question posed in this study asked what
types of responses employed people would make to direct
requests by co-workers.

Results of this study provide a

taxonomy of response types found in direct request
influence interactions.

Participants reported similar

types of responses to both the liked and disliked
co-worker.

The five categories of responses to liked

co-workers identified included (a) simple agreement,
(b) elaborated agreement,

(c) refusal with reasons,
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(d) request: more information about the request,and
(e) postpone decision.

The six categories of responses

to disliked co-workers included (a) simple agreement,
(b) elaborated agreement,

(c) simple refusal,

(d) refusal with reasons,

(e) request more information,

and (f) postpone decision.

One conclusion that may be

drawn from this research is that workers tend to agree
to requests by co-workers, whether liked or disliked.
Dillard (1990) suggested that the three basic types
of response that a recipient cam make to a request
include agreement, refusal, and exit.

This

investigation offers empirical evidence in partial
support of Dillard's speculation.

Response messages of

agreement and refusal were, in fact, reported by
participants, although two types of agreement and were
identified in both the liked co-worker and the disliked
co-worker scenarios.

While some participants are

content to simply express their willingness to comply
with a request, others feel the need to give reasons for
compliance, to set limits of compliance, or to demand
reciprocity of favors.

Not surprisingly, participants

did not report simple refusal as a response to a liked
co-worker.

Liking implies

certain expectations, among

which is consideration for the face of the other.

Two

types of refusal responses to disliked co-workers were
reported:

simple refusal and refusal with reasons.
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Many participants indicated a concern for relationship
even with regard to disliked co-workers and commented
that although they would refuse a request by a disliked
co-worker, they would attempt to defuse the situation by
explaining why they would or could not comply.

In other

instances, participants indicated that among the reasons
for refusal offered was that people "should do their own
work."
In addition to the two types of agreement and the
two types of refusal. participants indicated that they
would request more information about the nature of the
request, such as the time predicted for task
accomplishment or the completion deadline.

Participants

often wrote parenthetical comments on the use of this
type of response indicating that this response might be
used to gain more information before making a decision
or to extend the interaction or to stall for time while
constructing a refusal message.

The sixth type of

response revealed by this investigation was postpone
decision.

Participants reported that they used this

response (a) to check their schedules to determine if
they could spare the time to help a co-worker,

(b) to

avoid a direct response of either agreement or refusal,
(c)

to move the decision into the future.

Some

participants wrote that they would tell the co-worker
that they "would get back to" him or her, but actually

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

113
planned to avoid a subsequent conversation on the topic.
In other words, postpone decision would be used either
to consider the request and make a calm, unforced
decision or as a tacit refusal.

Participants did not

report any responses that could be classified as exit,
either topical or physical.
One conclusion that may be drawn from the current
study is that recipients of requests have a wider range
of possible responses than was previously suggested.

A

rich repertoire of responses to both liked and disliked
co-workers enables recipients to address multiple goals,
such agreement or refusal, relationship maintenance, or
identity management.

Competent communicators may be

defined as those who are able to achieve goals in
certain situations, without jeopardizing their
opportunities to achieve other goals in subsequent
interactions.

Certainly, even in interactions with

disliked co-workers, participants were aware of the
continuing need to work with these co-workers and to be
members of the same organization.
Hypotheses concerning goals and responses.

Results

from the current investigation indicate the relative
importance of goals and liking on message selection.
Instrumental goals did not emerge in either of the
factor models.

Recipients of requests are responding to

influence messages and may not have sufficient time to
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strategically plan to agree or refuse.

Recipients may

rely on other factors, such as liking or feelings of
obligation, in order to decide whether to agree to or to
refuse requests.

According to Dillard (1990), "the

essential difference between source and target is the
deletion of the influence goal and its replacement with
a resistance goal" (p. 53).

Results of this

investigation indicate that recipients of requests do
not have task realization as the primary goal, and
furthermore, that such goals do not influence the type
of response made.
Resource, identity, and interaction goals do not
predict agreement or refusal to either liked or disliked
co-workers.

Liking and the expectations that accompany

a friendly or cordial relationship appear to have more
influence on the decision to agree to requests.
Participants reported nearly equal numbers of agreement
(42%) and refusal (41%) responses to disliked
co-workers, which indicates that recipients of requests
rely on factors other than disliking in deciding whether
to agree or refuse.

Comments written by participants

indicate that they feel certain obligations to the
organization to help out with work, even for a disliked
co-worker.

This suggests that corporate citizenship,

the idea that workers put aside personal feelings and
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goals to serve the good of the organization, may inform
decisions to agree to requests.
Respondents commented, furthermore, that they
perceived request situations as stressful.

Recall that

responses to requests are a reflexive form of
communication.

The interaction is neither initiated nor

defined by the recipient, and typically requesters
expect a response within a short span of time.
Furthermore, recipients may not be able to anticipate a
request situation and, therefore, do not have a plan or
script readily available.

All of these dimensions

serve to increase stress and anxiety.

Recipients may

find that personal goals are overwhelmed by feelings of
stress and immediacy and may agree because this response
represents the least cognitive effort.
Hypotheses concerning locus and goals.

The third

area of investigation in the current study proposed
hypotheses predicting correlations between locus of
control and the four goals factors.

Persons with an

internal locus of control were predicted to be less
attentive to social appropriateness because of a smaller
dependence on others for rewards.

In fact, results

pointed to a negative, but insignificant, correlation
between politeness and internal locus of control in the
liked condition.

Perhaps co-workers in friendly or

cordial relationships are less concerned with politeness
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because friends as assumed to "take us as they find us."
Internal locus and politeness were positively correlated
in the disliked condition, however, which suggests that
these workers may attempt to maintain a positive working
climate even in the face of disliking.
Internal locus of control was found to be
negatively correlated with resource goals.

While

requests may represent a threat to personal resources,
those with internal locus may count the ability to deal
with unexpected request episodes among their resources.
The investigation of internal locus of control and
goals revealed a positive correlation between internal
locus and identity goals.

Internals depend on their own

resources, skills, and attributes for rewards and
success.

It is not surprising, therefore, that

participants who reported an internal locus were more
concerned with aspects of identity.
It is interesting to note that participants
reported a tendency to agree to requests, even to
requests made by disliked co-workers.

This finding

coupled with the frequency of the reported goal of be
professional suggests that workers feel an obligation to
their organization or to themselves as competent
employees to assist other workers.

This tendency may be

a function of corporate citizenship or self-concept.
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Limitations of the Investigation
This section will discuss limitations of the
dissertation research with regard to the sample and the
instrument, as well as ways in which these limitations
might be mitigated in future examinations of goals and
responses to requests.

The two sites selected for data

collection, a community college and a residential
school, can be characterized by a sensitivity to the
need for research and the collegial attitudes of the
organizational members.

Both organizations seemed to

have cultures that supported inquiry and collaborative
effort.

While the cultures may have promoted

participation, they may also have influenced the results
of the study.

Members of these organizations may view

collegiality and cooperation as important values, thus
skewing the agreement responses.

Likewise, participants

self-selected into the research project by agreeing to
complete the questionnaires.

Such persons may also

demonstrate a tendency to cooperation with co-workers.
Participants tended to imagine co-workers toward
whom they had mostly positive or neutral feelings.

Of

the 211 participants, 12 commented that they could not
think of a co-worker whom they disliked in any degree,
and only completed the liked co-worker portions of the
questionnaire.

In the like co-worker condition, 101

(47.9%) of participants described the co-worker as a
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friend: 96 (45.5%) described the co-worker as a work
friend: 11 (5.2%) reported describing a colleague:and
only 1 participant described the liked co-worker as a
competitor or rival. In the disliked condition 144
(68.2%) described the co-worker as a co-worker: 36
(17.1%) described a competitor or rival: and 15 (7.1%)
described the co-worker as a foe or enemv. (See
questionnaire in Appendix A for definitions of these
classifications.)
Because of the age range, the range of years of
tenure, and the variety of occupational roles within the
two organizations, the results of this study may be
generalized to a larger population.

Results might be

different, however, if data collection had been
conducted at organizations with less sympathetic
attitudes toward research and or less cooperative
cultures.

More competitive organizational cultures

might foster more competitive individual relationships.
Members in such organizations may engage more in office
politics and self-promotion such that compliance with
non-obligatory requests would be less frequent or less
related to liking.
Requests by the author of such organizations for
access to collect data were rebuffed, however.
Department heads of large service and manufacturing
organizations denied requests to survey organizational
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members.

Although all of the department heads expressed

interest in the study and requested that the author
provide them with the results, none of the heads was
willing to authorize data collection.
Results of the pilot study provided the basis for
the hypothetical request scenario that was included in
the questionnaire.

This scenario stated, "The person

you describe above asks you to do some of (her) (his)
work.

You are not going to have less of your own work

to do; this is strictly a favor to the person.

Your

supervisor will not be informed officially that you
helped or refused to help."

The purpose of the scenario

was to evoke responses to non-obl igatory requests that
carried no extrinsic rewards.

Of the 207 cases reported

in the liked co-worker scenario, 48 (22.7%) imagined a
supervisor, while of the 193 cases in the disliked
co-worker scenario, 29 or 13.7% imagined a supervisor.
Thus, the stipulation that one's supervisor would not be
informed officially became a nonissue because the
supervisor would have that knowledge by means of the
interaction.

The questionnaire would be improved if the

scenario were rewritten to address this outcome.
Implications for Future Research and General Conclusions
Interpersonal relationships at work constitute a
major domain of interpersonal interaction for present
day Americans.

These relationships provide a rich area
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for Interpersonal communication research because of
qualitative differences in types of relationships—
friends, work friends, colleagues, competitors, rivals,
and enemies.

While interpersonal communication in

various other types of relationships (e.g., dating,
roommates, marriage, family, small group) and contexts
(hospitals) has been investigated, much of the
interpersonal communication research in the context of
the workplace has been conducted using college students
in role-playing methodologies.

Replication of the

current study using a sample of college students and
their work experiences would provide the means for a
comparison of the results of a college student sample
with an employed adult sample.

Depending on the

results, such a comparison would serve as evidence,
either that the use of college students gives
generalizable and reliable results, or that the extra
effort necessary to acquire and survey a sample of
employed persons is worthwhile.
Previous goals research (e.g., Dillard, 1990) has
focused on general types of interpersonal influence and
in broadly defined interpersonal relationships.
Dillard's methodology typically asked participants to
imagine that "a person whom you know well" attempts some
form of interpersonal influence.

Knowledge of the other

is an indicator of liking, presumably.

We know,
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however, that members of organizations may have much
knowledge of co-workers and not necessarily like those
co-workers.

What has been investigated with regard to

knowledge of the other may be extended to an examination
of the role of liking in interpersonal influence
situations, including request situations.
The goal that emerged from this research regarding
participants' need to be professional is interesting.
The goals items that were adapted from Dillard's goals
items may not be sufficient to examine the variety of
goals that are operative in the workplace setting.
While the research scenario specified that no official
recognition of assistance would be forthcoming, several
participants commented that they would let their
supervisor know of their help and that the co-worker had
acknowledge that he or she had too much or too difficult
work.

Impression management may be a goal that is

salient to members of organizations.
Although a reliable measure of organizational
culture is not available, anecdotal evidence and
systematic observation of organizations points to the
influence of the values and sensibilities of the larger
organization on individual members.

Participants at

both the community college and the residential school
commented on the friendly, cooperative nature of their
organization.

Examinations of workers in more
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competitive environments may reveal different goals and
attitudes toward interactions with co-workers.
Another suggestion for future research concerns the
notion of primary and secondary goals in request
interactions between co-workers.

The current research

asked participants to indicate the main goal attempted
by their response.

The results showed that participants

could identify the main goal, but several participants
checked off more than one goal, and, in some instances,
rank ordered the goals.

Clearly, actors are aware, on

some level, that their communication is designed to
address multiple goals.
Finally, the results of this study prompt questions
about the nature of response messages.

For the purposes

of the current research, participants were asked to
write their responses.

Lost in the methodology were

potentially important nonverbal aspects of the message,
including vocal tone,
expression.

word emphasis, and facial

In many cases, written responses to the

liked co-workers were very similar, semantically, to the
written responses to disliked co-workers, but with
small, possibly telling differences.

For example, one

participant wrote to a liked co-worker, "I can probably
help you.

Let me check my schedule."

The same

participant wrote to a disliked co-worker, "Let me check
m y schedule.

I may be able to help."

Although the two
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messages resemble each other, the first seems to be a
form of likely agreement, while the second seems more
tentative and just as likely to be a refusal as an
agreement.

The added information gained from nonverbal

cues might enable a more precise interpretation of
messages by coders.

Many of the participants wrote

responses and then commented that they hoped that the
co-worker would understand that their message of
postponement, for example, was in fact a refusal
message.

Actors may interpret ambiguous messages such

as "Let me check, and I'll get back to you" as de facto
refusal, understanding that anything but a clear
agreement constitutes refusal or that the promise to
"get back to you" to one is a refusal cloaked in a
face-saving device for both parties.

Research that

examines the meanings and perceptions of both parties in
a request interaction will provide more comprehensive
understanding of the compliance process.
Conclusion
The purpose of this dissertation was to examine
compliance seeking from the perspective of the recipient
of requests in terms of personal goals, liking, and
locus of control.

The investigation developed a

taxonomy of responses to requests and identified goals
salient in request situations.

Participants were able

to construct response messages and to identify operative
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goals, although goals did not predict agreement or
refusal.

Liking emerged as an important dimension of

response decisions in request situations.

Locus of

control was found to be associated with resource,
identity, and interaction goals.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

References
Applegate, J. L . , £ Woods, E. (1991). Construct systems
development and attention to face wants in
persuasive situations. Southern communication
Journal.56. 194-204.
Baglan T . , Lalumia, J . , & Bayless, 0. L. (1986).
Utilization of compliance-gaining strategies: A
research note, communication Monographs. 53.
289-293.
Baxter, L. A. (1984). An investigation of
compliance-gaining as politeness. Human
communication Research. 10. 427-456.
Berger, C. R. (1995). A plan-based approach to strategic
communication. In D. E. Hewes (Ed.), The cognitive
bases of interpersonal communication (pp. 141-179).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Berger, C. R . , & KeHerman, K. A. (1994). Acquiring
social information. In J. A. Daly & J. M. Wiemann
(Eds.), Strategic interpersonal communication
(pp. 1-31). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Biondo, J . , & MacDonald, A. P., Jr. (1971).
Internal-external locus of control and response to
influence attempts. Journal of Personality. 39.
407-419.
Bisanz, G. L . , & Rule, B. G. (1990). Children's and
adults' comprehension of narratives about
persuasion. In M. J. Cody & M. L. McLaughlin
(Eds.), The psychology of tactjca] communication
(pp. 48-69). Clevedon, England: Multilingual
Matters.
Boster, F. J. (1990) . An examination of the state of
compliance-gaining message behavior research. In J.
P. Dillard (Ed.), Seeking compliance: The
production of interpersonal influence messages
(pp. 7-17). Scottsdale, AZ: Gorsuch Scarisbrick.
Boster, F. J . , & Levine, T. R. (1988) . Individual
differences and compliance-gaining message
selection: The effects of verbal aggressiveness,
argumentativeness, dogmatism, and negativism.
Communication Research Reports. 5. 114-119.

125

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

126
Boster, F. J . , Levine, T . , & Kazoleas, D. (1993). The
impact of argumentativeness and verbal
aggressiveness on strategic diversity and
persistence in compliance-gaining behavior.
communication quarterly. 41. 405-414.
Boster, F. J., & Stiff, J. B. (1984). Compliance-gaining
message selection behavior. Human eammunication
Research. 10. 539-556.
Brown, P., & Levinson, S. (1978). Universals in language
usage: Politeness phenomena. In E. Goody (Ed.),
Questions and politeness (pp. 56-323). Cambridge,
England: Cambridge University Press.
Buller, D. B . , & Street, R. L . , Jr. (1991) . The role of
perceived affect and information in patients'
evaluations of healthcare. Southern Communication
Journal. 56. 230-237.
Burgoon, J. K . , Pfau, M . , Parrott, R . , Birk, T . , Coker,
R . , & Burgoon, M. (1987). Relational communication,
satisfaction, compliance-gaining strategies, and
compliance in communication between physicians and
patients. Communication Monographs. 54. 307-324.
Burroughs, N. F., Kearney, P., & Plax, T. (1989).
Compliance-resistance in the college classroom.
Communication Education. 38. 214-229.
Canary, D, J . , Cody, M. J . , & Marston, P. J. (1987).
Goal types, compliance-gaining, and locus of
control. Journal of Language and Social Psychology.
5, 249-269.
Chmielewski, T. L. (1982). A test of a model for
predicting strategy choice. Central States Speech
Journal. 33. 505-518.
Clark, R. A. (1979). The impact of self interest and
desire for liking on the selection of communicative
strategies. Communication Monographs. 46. 257-273.
Clark, R. A., & Delia, J. G. (1976). The development of
functional persuasive skills in childhood and early
adolescence. Child Development. 47. 1008-1014.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

127
Cody, M. J . , Canary, D. J . , & Smith, S. W. (1994).
Compliance-gaining goals: An inductive analysis of
actors' goal types, strategies, and successes. In
J. A. Daly & J. M. Wiemann (Eds.), Strategic
interpersonal communication (pp. 33-90). Hillsdale,
NJ: Erlbaum.
Cody, M. J . , & McLaughlin, M. L. (1980). Perceptions of
compliance-gaining situations: A dimensional
analysis, communication Monographs. 47. 132-148.
Cody, M. J . , McLaughlin, M. L., & Jordan, W. J. (1980).
A multidimensional scaling of three sets of
compliance-gaining strategies, communication
Quarterly. 28. 34-46.
Cody, M. J . , McLaughlin, M. L., & Schneider, M. J.
(1981) . The impact of relational consequences and
intimacy on the selection of interpersonal
persuasion tactics: A reanalysis. Communication
Quarterly. 29. 91-106.
Cowan, G . , Drinkard, J . , & MacGavin, L. (1984). The
effects of target, age and gender on the use of
power strategies. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology. 47. 1391-1398.
Craig, R. T., Tracy, K . , & Spisak, F. (1986). The
discourse of requests: Assessment of a politeness
approach. Human communication Research. 12.
437-468.
Dallinger, J. M., & Hample, D. (1994). The effects of
gender on compliance gaining strategy endorsement
and suppression. Communication Reports. 7. 43-56.
Delia, J. G . , Kline, S. L . , & Burleson, B. R. (1979).
The development of persuasive communication
strategies in kindergartners through
twelfth-graders. commun ication Monographs. 46.
241-256.
deTurck, M. A. (1985) . A transactional analysis of
compliance-gaining behavior: Effects of
noncompliance, relational contexts, and actors'
gender. Human Communication Research. 12. 54-78.
deTurck, M. A. (1987) . When communication fails:
Physical aggression as a compliance-gaining
strategy. Communication Monographs. 54. 106-112.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

128
Dillard, J. P. (1989). Types of influence goals in
personal relationships. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships.6. 293-308.
Dillard, J. P. (1990). A goal-driven model of
interpersonal influence. In J. P. Dillard (Ed.),
Seeking compliance: The production of interpersonal
influence messages (pp. 41-56). Scottsdale, AZ:
Gorsuch Scarisbrick.
Dillard, J. P., & Burgoon, M. (1985). Situational
influences on the selection of compliance-gaining
messages: Two tests of the predictive utility of
the Cody-McLaughlin typology, communication
Monographs. 52. 289-318.
Dillard, J. P., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1985).
Compliance-gaining in marital interaction.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. 11,
419-433.
Dillard, J. P., Henwood, K . , Giles, H., Coupland, N. &
Coupland, J. (1990). Compliance gaining young and
old: Beliefs about influence in different age
groups, communication Reports. 3. 84-91.
Dillard, J. P., Hunter, J. E . , 6 Burgoon, M. (1984).
Sequential request persuasive strategies:
Meta-analysis of foot-in-the-door and
door-in-the-face. Human communication Research. 10.
461-488.
Dillard, J. P., Segrin, C . , & Harden, J. M. (1989).
Primary and secondary goals in the production of
interpersonal influence messages, communi cation
Monographs. 56. 19-38.
Falbo, T. (1977). Multidimensional scaling of power
strategies. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology. 35. 537-547.
Falbo, T., & Peplau, L. A. (1980). Power strategies in
intimate relationships. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology.
38. 618-628.
Fedor, D. B., Buckley, M. R . , & Eder, R. W. (1990).
Measuring subordinate perceptions of supervisor
feedback intentions: Some unsettling results.
Educational and Psychological Measurement. 50.
73-81.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

129
Fitch, K. L. (1994). A cross-cultural study of directive
sequences and some implications for
compliance-gaining research, communication
Monographs. 61. 185-209.
Fitzpatrick, M. A . , & Winke, J. (1979). You always hurt
the one you love: Strategies and tactics in
interpersonal conflict. Communication Quarterly.
27. 3-11.
French, J. R. P. & Raven, B. (1960) . The bases of social
power. In D. Cartwright & A. Zander (Eds.), Group
dynamics (2nd ed.) (pp. 607-623). New York: Harper
& Row.
Garko, M. G. (1990). Perspectives on and
conceptualizations of compliance and
compliance-gaining. Communication Quarterly.38.
138-157.
Grant, J. S., King, P. W . , & Behnke, R. R. (1994).
Compliance-gaining strategies, communication
satisfaction, and willingness to comply.
Communication Reports. 7. 99-108.
Hamilton, J. P. (1991). The development of a
communication specific locus of control instrument.
Communication Reports. 4. 107-112.
Hirokawa, R. Y. , Mickey, J., & Miura, S. (1991). Effects
of request legitimacy on the compliance-gaining
tactics of male and female managers. Communication
Monographs. 58. 421-436.
Infante, D. A., Trebing, D. W . , Shepard, P. E., & Seeds,
0. E. (1984) . The relationship of argumentativeness
to verbal aggression. Southern States Speech
Journal. 50. 67-77.
Infante, D. A . , & Wigley, C. H. (1986). Verbal
aggressiveness: An interpersonal model and measure.
Communication Monographs. 53. 61-69.
Instone, D., Major, B., 6 Bunker, B. B. (1983). Gender,
self confidence, and social influence strategies:
An organizational simulation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 44. 322-333.
Izraeli, D. M . , & Jick, T. D. (1986). The art of saying
no: Linking power to culture. Organizational
Studies. 7. 171-192.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

130
Jackson, S., & Backus, D. (1982). Are compliance-gaining
strategies dependent on situational variables?
Central States Speech Journal. 33. 469-479.
Jordan, J. M . , & Roloff, M. E. (1990). Acquiring
assistance from others: The effect of indirect
requests and relational intimacy on verbal
compliance. Human Communication Research. 16.
519-522.
Kast, F. E., & Rosenzweig, J. E. (1972). General systems
theory: Applications for organization and
management. Academy of Management Journal. 15.
447-465.
Kazoleas, D. (1993). The impact of argumentativeness on
resistance to persuasion. Human Communication
Research. 20. 118-137.
Kearney, P., Plax, T., & Burroughs, N. F. (1991). An
attributional analysis of college students'
resistance decisions. Communication Education. 40.
325-342.
Kellerman, K . , & Cole, T. (1994). Classifying compliance
gaining messages: Taxonomic disorder and strategic
confusion. Communication Theory. 4. 3-60.
Kipnis, D. (1984). The use of power in organizations and
in interpersonal settings. In S. Oskamp (Ed.),
Applied social psychology annual 5: Applications in
organizational settings (pp. 179-210). Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.
Kipnis, D., Schmidt, S. M . , & Wilkinson, I. (1980).
Intraorganizational influence tactics: Explorations
in getting one's way. Journal of Applied
Psychology. 65. 440-452.
Krone, K. J . , & Ludlum J. T. (1990). An organizational
perspective on interpersonal influence. In J. P.
Dillard (Ed.), Seeking compliance: The production
of interpersonal influence messages (pp. 123-142).
Scottsdale, AZ: Gorsuch Scarisbrick.
Likert, R. (1961). New patterns of management. New York:
McGraw-Hill.
Lim, T-S. (1990). The influences of receivers'
resistance on persuaders' verbal aggressiveness.
Communication Quarterly.38. 170-188.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

131
Lustig, M. W . , & King, S. W. (1980). The effect of
communication apprehension and situation on
communication strategy choice. Human Communication
Research. 7. 74-82.
MacQuillen, J. S. (1986) . The development
of listener-adapted compliance-resisting
strategies. Human Communication Research. 12.
359-375.
MacQuillen, J. S., Higginbotham, D. C . , & Cummings, M.
C. (1984). Compliance-resisting behaviors: The
effects of age, agent, and types of requests. In R.
M. Bostrom (Ed.), communication yearbook 8
(pp. 747-762). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Marwell, G . , & Schmidt, D. R. (1967a).
Compliance-gaining behavior: A synthesis and model.
Sociological Quarterly. 8. 314-328.
Marwell, G . , & Schmidt, D. R. (1967b). Dimensions of
compliance-gaining behavior: An empirical analysis.
Sociometrv. 30. 350-364.
Marwell, G . , & Schmidt, D. R.
(1990). An introduction.
In J. P. Dillard (Ed.), Seeking compliance: The
production of interpersonal influence messages
(pp. 3-5). Scottsdale, AZ: Gorsuch Scarisbrick.
McLaughlin, M. L., Cody, M. J., & Robey, C. S. (1980).
Situational influences on the selection of
strategies to resist compliance. Human
Communication Research. 7. 14-36.
Miller, G. R . ,Boster, F. J . , Roloff, M. E . , & Seibold,
D. R. (1977). Compliance-gaining message
strategies: A typology of some findings concerning
effects of situational differences. Communication
Monographs. 44. 37-51.
Miller, G. R . , Boster, F. J . , Roloff, M. E . , & Seibold,
D. R. (1987) . MBRS rekindled: Some thoughts on
compliance-gaining in interpersonal settings. In M.
E. Roloff & G. R. Miller (Eds.), Interpersonal
processes: New directions in communication research
(pp. 89-117). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Miller, M. D. (1982). Friendship, power and the language
of compliance-gaining. Journal of Language and
Social Psychology. 1. 111-121.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

132
Neuliep, J. W . , & Mattson, M. (1990) . The use of
deception as a compliance-gaining strategy. Human
Communication Research. 16. 409-421.
Newton, D. A., & Burgoon, J. K. (1990). The use and
consequences of verbal influence strategies during
interpersonal disagreements. Human Communication
Research. 16. 477-518.
Norton, R. W. (1978) . Foundation of a communicator
style. Human Communication Research. 4. 99-112.
Offerman, L. R . , & Kearney, C. T. (1988). Supervisor sex
and subordinate influence strategies. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin. 14. 360-367.
Offerman, L. R. & Schrier, P. E. (1985). Social
influence strategies: The impact of sex, role, and
attitudes toward power. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin. 11. 286-300.
O'Hair, M. J . , Cody, M. J., & O'Hair, D. (1991). The
impact of situational dimensions on
compliance-resisting strategies: A comparison of
methods, communication Quarterly. 39. 226-240.
O'Keefe, B. J . , & Delia, J. 6. (1982). Impression
formation and message production. In M. E. Roloff &
C. R. Berger (Eds.), Social cognition and
communication (pp. 33-72). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
O'Keefe, B. J . , & Shepherd, 6. J. (1987). The pursuit of
multiple objectives in face-to-face persuasive
interactions: Effects of construct differentiation
on message organization, commun ication Monographs.
54. 396-419.
Pandy, J . , & Rastogi, R. (1979). Machiavellianism and
ingratiation. The Journal of Social Psychology.
108. 221-225.
Pervin, L. A. (1986) Personal and social determinants of
behavior in situations. In A. Furnham (Ed.), Social
behavior in context (pp. 83-102). Newton, MA; Allyn
and Bacon.
Read, S. J . , & Miller, L. D. (1989). Inter-Personalism:
Toward a goal-based theory of persons in
relationships. In L. A. Pervin (Ed.), Goal concents
in personality and social psychology (pp. 413-472).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

133
Reardon, K. K . , Sussman, S., & Flay, B. R. (1989). Are
we marketing the right message: Can kids "just say
no" to smoking? communication Monographs. 56.
307-324.
Ritchie, E. , & Phares, E. J. (1969). Attitude change as
a function of internal-external control and
communicator status. Journal of Personality. 37.
429-443.
Roloff, H. E., & Barnicott, E. F., Jr. (1978). The
situational use of pro- and antisocial
compliance-gaining strategies by high and low
Machiavellians. In B. D. Ruben (Ed.), Commun ication
yearbook 2 (pp. 193-205). New Brunswick, NJ:
Transaction Books.
Roloff, M. E . , Janiszewski, C. A., McGrath, M. A.,
Burns, C. S., & Manrai, L. A. (1988). Acquiring
resources from intimates: When obligation
substitutes for persuasion. Human Communication
Research. 14. 364-396.
Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for
internal versus external control of reinforcement.
Psychological Monographs. 80 (1, Whole No. 609).
Rudd, J. W . , & Burant, P. A. (1995). A study of women's
compliance-gaining behaviors in violent and
non-violent relationships. Communication Research
Reports. 12. 134-144.
Rudd, J. W . , Burant, P. A., & Beatty, M. J. (1994).
Battered women's compliance-gaining strategies as a
function of argumentativeness and verbal
aggression. Communication Research Reports. 11.
13-32.
Schank, R . , & Abelson, R. (1977). Scripts, plans, goals,
and understanding. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Schegloff, E. A., Jefferson, G . , & Sacks, H. (1977). The
preference for self-correction in the organization
of repair in conversation. Language. 53. 361-382.
Schenck-Hamlin, W . , Wiseman, R. L., & Georgacarakos,
G. N. (1982). A model of properties of
compliance-gaining strategies, communication
Quarterly. 30. 92-100.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

134
Segrin, C. (1993). The effects of nonverbal behavior on
outcomes of compliance gaining attempts.
communication Studies. 44. 169-187.
Seibold, D. R . , Cantrill, J. G., & Meyers, R. A. (1985).
Communication and interpersonal influence. In M. L.
Knapp & G. R. Miller (Eds.), Handbook of
interpersonal communication (pp. 551-611). Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.
Shimanoff, S. (1987). Types of emotional disclosures and
request compliance between spouses. Communication
Monographs. 54. 85-100.
Sillars, A. L. (1980). The stranger and spouse as target
persons for compliance-gaining strategies: A
subjective expected utility model. Human
communication Research. 6. 265-279.
Smith, M. J. (1984). Contingency rules theory, context,
and compliance behaviors. Human Communication
Research. 10. 489-512.
Smith, M. J. (1988) . Contemporary communication research
methods. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Solar, D., & Bruehl, D. (1971). Machiavellianism and
locus of control: Two conceptions of interpersonal
power. Psychological Reports. 29. 1079-1082.
Stewart, R. A . , (1985). Locus of control as a mediator
of college students' reactions to teacher
compliance attempts. Paper presented at the meeting
of the International Communication Association,
Honolulu, HI. Abstract from: SilverPlatter File:
ERIC Item: ED 263629.
Sullivan, J. J., Albrecht, T. L., & Taylor, S. (1990).
Process, organizational, relational, and personal
determinants of managerial compliance-gaining
communication strategies. The Journal of Business
Communication. 27. 331-355.
Taylor, F. W. (1911). Principles of scientific
management. New York: Harper & Row.
Tracy, K . , Craig, R. T . , Smith, M . , & Spisak, F. (1984).
The discourse of requests: Assessment of a
compliance-gaining approach. Human Communication
Research. 10. 513-538.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

135
Turnbull, w. (1992). A conversation approach to
explanation with emphasis on politeness and
accounting. In M. L. McLaughlin, M. J. Cody, &
S. J. Read (Eds.), Explaining one's self to others:
Reason-giving in a social context (pp. 105-130).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Wheeless, L. R . , Barraclough, R . , & Stewart, R. (1983).
Compliance-gaining and power in persuasion. In
R. N. Bostrom (Ed.), commun ication yearbook 7
(pp. 105-145). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Wilson, S. R. (1990). Development and test of a
cognitive rules model of interaction goals.
Communication Monographs. 57. 81-103.
Wilson, S. R . , Cruz, M. 6., Marshall, L. J . , & Rao, N.
(1993). An attributional analysis of
compliance-gaining interactions, communi cation
Monographs. 60. 352-372.
Wiseman, R. L . , & Schenck-Hamlin, W. (1981). A
multidimensional scaling validation of an
inductively-derived set of compliance-gaining
strategies. Communication Monographs. 48.
251-270.
Witteman, H., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1986).
Compliance-gaining in marital interaction: Power
bases,processes, and outcomes, commun ication
Monographs. 53. 13Q-143.
Yukal, 6., & Tracy, J. B. (1992). Consequences of
influence tactics used with subordinates, peers,
and the boss. Journal of Applied Psychology x 7-Z-i
525-535.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Appendix A
Questionnaire
Goals and Responses to Requests— Form A
This study investigates how people use personal
goals to decide how to respond to requests made by
co-workers. All of your answers will be anonymous and
confidential.
Please answer all of the questions even
if they seem to be repetitious.
This duplication is for
statistical purposes only. Remember, there sure no right
answers. Just give your honest responses.
There are three parts to the questionnaire.
Please
complete all three sections. Although there are a
number of questions that you are asked to respond to,
the process of completing the questionnaire goes fairly
quickly.
Your participation in this project will increase
our understanding of how responses to requests are
formed and communicated. Thank you very much for your
cooperation.
PART 1: Please answer the following about yourself.
Print your answers in the blanks below or circle the
appropriate answer.
1.

Sex

M

F

2.

Age (in years) ______

3.

Position in organization __________________________

4.

Length of time in organization
_____ months or _____ years

PART 2: Please imagine a specific co-worker who vou
like. Say the name to yourself. Answer the following
questions about this person.
1.
2.

How old (approximately) is this person? _________
Sex

M

F

3.

Position in organization ____________________________

4.

This person is your
peer

. (Circle your answer.)

subordinate

supervisor
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5.

How long have you known this person? Please
indicate the number of months ___ or years ___ ,
whichever is appropriate.

6.

How would you describe your relationship.
the letter.)

A.

friend (You have a friendly relationship and do
things together at work and on your own
time.)

B.

work friend (You have a friendly relationship that
is limited to the workplace.)

C.

colleague (You work together and talk about work
but do not talk about personal things or
consider the person to be a friend.)

D.

competitor or rival (You work together but in a
competitive rather than a
collaborative manner,)

How much do you like this person?
1
2
3
4
A great deal Very much
Moderately Somewhat

(Circle

7.

8.

How often do you see this person?
1
2
3
4
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Frequently

5
A little
5
Daily

9.

Approximately how often do you work together with
this person?
1
2
3
4
5
Infrequently Sometimes
Often
Frequently Daily

Now imagine that this person makes the following request
of you.
The person you describe above asks you to do some
of (her)(his) work. You are not going to have less of
your own work to do; this is strictly a favor to the
person.
Your supervisor will not be informed officially
that you helped or refused to help.
1.
What would your response to this request be? Write
exactly what you would say to this person. Write your
response as if it were a speech in a play script.
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2.
What was the sain thing you tried to accomplish by
your response?
communicate my wish to refuse
be helpful
avoid helping this person
present myself as a nice person
be polite
avoid being taken advantage of by this person
preserve our relationship
put the person in debt to me so he/she would owe me
a favor
avoid the stress of refusing
to get the person to like me (or like me more)
to get on the good side of the person
other, please write out your goal __________________
3.
How important was this request to you? (Please
check a blank.)
Very
Little or no
important ___:___ :___ :___ :___ :___ :___ significance
Please respond to the following statements about the
request scenario. A model of responses appears at the
top of the statements. Circle the number of your answer
for each statement.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1.

=
=
=
=
=
=
=

strongly agree
moderately agree
agree
neither agree nor disagree
disagree
moderately disagree
strongly disagree
It was very important to me to make the response I
did. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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2.

In this situation, I was concerned with not
violating my own personal standards. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

3.

I was concerned with making or maintaining a good
impression on the person who made the request. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

4.

I was very conscious of what responses were polite
and socially appropriate in this situation. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

5.

I was afraid of feeling stress in this situation.
(R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

6.

This person could have made things very bad for me
if I had made another response. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

7.

I was not willing to risk possible damage to the
relationship in order to make the response I really
wanted t o . (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8.

I really didn't care whether I agreed to the
request or not.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

9.

I was concerned about being true to myself and my
values. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

10.

This situation's potential for making me anxious or
uncomfortable worried me. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

11.

I considered that this person might take advantage
of me in future request situations. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

12.

I really didn't care if I made the other person mad
or not.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

13.

I wanted to behave in a mature, responsible manner.
(R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

14.

I was concerned with putting myself in a "bad
light" in this situation. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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15.

When I made my response, I was worried that my
position in the organization might be affected
negatively. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

16.

Making the response I did was more important to me
than preserving our relationship.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

17.

When I gave my response, I avoided saying things
that might have made me nervous or apprehensive.

(R)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

18.

In this situation, I was concerned about
maintaining my own personal standards. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

19.

The outcome of this request situation would have
had important personal consequences for me. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

20.

I was careful to avoid saying things that were
socially inappropriate. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

21.

This situation did not seem to be the type to make
me nervous. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

22.

I was very concerned about making the response I
did. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Note.
23.

(R1 indicates that the item was reverse coded.

How often have you experienced a similar request
situation?
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Rarely Sometimes
Often
Frequently

Thank you for completing Part 2.

Please go to Part 3.
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PART 3: This section consists of some statements about
interpersonal communication (one-to-one conversations).
You probably will agree with some and disagree with
others.
Please respond to the following statements
using the model at the head of the section. Circle the
numbers of your answers.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

=
=
=
=
=
=
=

strongly agree
moderately agree
agree
neither agree nor disagree
disagree
moderately disagree
strongly disagree

1.

Even when I know what I want to say, I can't seem
to control how I say it. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

2.

I can keep my wits about me in most communication
situations. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

3.

I can influence nearly any conversational partner
if
I try. (R) (I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

4.

People who can say what they want in conversations
are just plain lucky. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

5.

Very few situations cure so complicated that
communication cannot help. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

6.

How much I contribute to a conversation depends
how much the other will allow me to contribute.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

7.

If I am aware of a personal communication behavior
that is bad, I can control it. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8.

Good fortune or luck is created by the individual;
it doesn't just happen. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

9.

There are just so many things to consider in a
communication situation that communicating well
consistently is nearly impossible. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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10.

The ability to engage in conversation well is
something you just happen to be born with. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

11.

I am usually in control of my behavior when I speak
to another person. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

12.

Persistence and hard work, not chance, will make
you a better conversation partner. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

13.

When I am in a one-to-one conversation, my
self-control flies out the window. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

14.

No matter how hard I try, when I am talking to
another person, I just can't seem to make my
thoughts come out right. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

15.

Given the chance, I can control almost any
conversation. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

16.

When I am in a conversation with another person, it
is almost as if the other person controls m y
conversation more than I control it. (E)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

17.

Since there is really no such thing as luck, being
a good conversationalist is the result of personal
effort. (R)(I)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

N o t e . (Rl indicates that
(I) indicates that
internal locus
(E) indicates that
external locus

the item was reverse coded.
the item is a statement of
of control.
the item is a statement of
of control.

Thank you for completing PART 3. Please go on to PART 4.
PART 4: Please imagine a specific co-worker who vou
dislike. Say the name to yourself. Answer the
following questions about this person.
1.

How old (approximately) is this person? ______

2.

Sex

M

F
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3.

Position in the organization ___________________

4.

This person is your
. (Circle one.)
peer
subordinate
supervisor
How long have you known this person?
months or _____ years

5.
6.

How would you describe your relationship?
circle the letter of your answer.

A.

co-worker (You work together and talk about work
but do not talk about personal things.)

B.

competitor or rival (You work together but in a
competitive rather than a
collaborative manner.)

c.

foe or enemy (You actively work to thwart or hinder
each other's progress or success in
the organization.)

How much do you dislike this person?
1
2
3
4
A great deal Very much Moderately Somewhat

Please

7.

8.

How often do you see this person?
1
2
3
4
Rarely
Seldom
Often
Frequently

5
A little
5
Daily

9.

Approximately how often do you work together with
this person?
1
2
3
4
5
Infrequently Sometimes
Often
Frequently
Daily

Now imagine that this person makes the following request
of you.
The person you describe above asks you to do some
of (her) (his) work. You are not going to have less of
your own work to do; this is strictly a favor to the
person.
Your supervisor will not be informed officially
that you helped or refused to help.
1.
What would your response to this request be? Write
exactly what you would say to this person. Write your
response as if it were a speech in a play script.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

144
2.
What was the main thing you tried to accomplish by
your response?
communicate my wish to refuse
be helpful
avoid helping this person
present myself as a nice person
be polite
avoid being taken advantage of by this person
preserve our relationship
put the person in debt to me so he/she would owe me
a favor
avoid the stress of refusing
to get the person to like me (or like me more)
to get on the good side of the person
other, please write out your goal __________________
3.
How important was this request to you? (Please
check a blank.)
Very
Little or no
important ___ :___ :___ :___ :___ :___ :___ significance
Please respond to the following statements about the
request scenario. A model of responses appears at the
top of the statements.
Circle the number of your answer
for each statement.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1.

=
=
=
=
=
=
=

strongly agree
moderately agree
agree
neither agree nor disagree
disagree
moderately disagree
strongly disagree
It was very important to me to make the response I
did. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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2.

In this situation, I was concerned with not
violating my own personal standards. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

3.

I was concerned with making or maintaining a good
impression on the person who made the request. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

4.

I was very conscious of what responses were polite
and socially appropriate in this situation. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

5.

I was afraid of feeling stress in this situation.

(R)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6.

This person could have made things very bad for me
if I had made another response. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

7.

I was not willing to risk possible damage to the
relationship in order to make the response I really
wanted t o . (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8.

I really didn't care whether I agreed to the
request or not.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

9.

I was concerned about being true to myself and my
values. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

10.

This situation's potential for making me anxious or
uncomfortable worried me. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

11.

I considered that this person might take advantage
of me in future request situations. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

12.

I really didn't care if I made the other person mad
or not.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

13.

I wanted to behave in a mature, responsible manner.
(R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

14.

I was concerned with putting myself in a "bad
light” in this situation. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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15.

When I made my response, I was worried that my
position in the organization might be affected
negatively. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

16.

Making the response I did was more important to me
than preserving our relationship.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

17.

When I gave my response, I avoided saying things
that might have made me nervous or apprehensive.

(R)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

18.

In this situation, I was concerned about
maintaining my own personal standards. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

19.

The outcome of this request situation would have
had important personal consequences for me. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

20.

I was careful to avoid saying things that were
socially inappropriate. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

21.

This situation did not seem to be the type to make
me nervous. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

22.

I was very concerned about making the response I
did. (R)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Note.
23.

(R) indicates that the item was reverse coded.

How often have you experienced a similar request
situation?
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Rarely Sometimes
Often
Frequently

Is there anything else you would like to comment on
regarding this survey? _______________________________
Thank you for your cooperation and participation in this
research project.
Your assistance ia much appreciated
and will help in the examination of interpersonal
requests.
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Appendix B
Cover Letter— Community College
Dear [Name of community college] Colleague,
Have you ever asked someone for a favor only to
have them turn you down? Or maybe you were surprised
when someone you work with agreed to do a favor for you?
What factors affect your decisions about whether or not
to agree to requests?
The topic of my doctoral research concerns
interpersonal influence, or requests, from the point of
view of the person who receives a request. This study,
which will provide data for my dissertation, focuses on
the intriguing question of how people use personal goals
to decide what their responses to requests will be.
While the study will serve to answer some important
question about how people communicate in organizations,
it also will provide you with some insights into your
own communication patterns.
Please read and fill out the informed consent form
and then take a few minutes to complete the enclosed
survey form. Although there are several questions, the
process goes fairly quickly, and the survey takes only
about 15—20 minutes to complete. You can return your
survey and consent form in the enclosed envelope to
Instructional Alternatives. Please complete and return
your forms by Friday, March 7.
I hope that you will find this investigation of
human communication behavior interesting and
informative.
Results of the study will be available
later this year.
If you have any questions, you can
reach me at 630-262-9528. Thank you for your
participation in this project.
Sincerely,
Barbara L. Woods (signature)
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Appendix C
Cover Letter Sent— Residential School
Dear [Name of school] Colleague,
Have you ever asked someone for a favor only to
have them turn you down? Or maybe you were surprised
when someone you work with agreed to do a favor for you?
What factors affect your decisions about whether or not
to agree to requests?
The topic of my doctoral research concerns
interpersonal influence, or requests, from the point of
view of the person who receives a request. This study,
which will provide data for my dissertation, focuses on
the intriguing question of how people use personal goals
to decide what their responses to requests will be.
While the study will serve to answer some important
question about how people communicate in organizations,
it also will provide you with some insights into your
own communication patterns.
[Name of director] has endorsed this project and
has authorized the distribution of this questionnaire to
all [name of school] employees.
Several of your
co-workers have already completed the questionnaire.
People who have filled out the survey have told me that
they enjoyed thinking about and examining their
conversational behavior.
I hope that you also will find
this study of communication behavior interesting and
useful.
Please read and fill out the informed consent form
and then take a few minutes to complete the enclosed
survey form. Although there sure several questions, the
process goes fairly quickly, and the survey takes only
about 15-20 minutes to complete.
You can return your
survey and consent form to the packets in your
department.
Please do not attach your consent form to
the questionnaire. Return the forms separately.
ALL INFORMATION WILL BE PRESENTED IN AN ANONYMOUS
MANNER; NO NAMES WILL BE USED IN THE DISCUSSION OF
FINDINGS. ALL QUESTIONNAIRES WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL
BY THE RESEARCHER (Barbara L. Woods) . NO INDIVIDUAL
RESPONSES WILL BE RELEASED TO ANYONE OR REFERRED TO IN
THE PAPER.
If you have any questions about the survey,
please call me at 630-262-9528, or Sue Waggoner at
extension 719.
Results of the study will be available later this
year.
Thank you very much for your time and your
participation in this project.
Sincerely,
Barbara L. Woods (signature)
148
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Appendix D
Informed Consent Form
Thank you for your participation in the study of
responses to requests. To comply with regulations on
the protection of participants in research projects, ve
need your signed consent to participate in this project.
t

The purpose of this project is to examine how
people use personal goals to decide how to respond to
requests. To accomplish this, we will conduct paper and
pencil survey questionnaires. All questionnaires will
be anonymous, and all data will be kept confidential.
All reporting of data and results will be done in such a
manner that no responses can be identified with any
participants personally or with any organization.
Finally, you sure free to ask questions about these
procedures, and you are also free to withdraw consent
and participation at any time.
If you have any
questions, please call Barbara Woods, Department of
Speech Communication, Louisiana State University, at
630-262-9528.
Again, thank you for your participation.

I have read the above statement, and I consent to
participate in the study.
Signature _________________________
Date
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